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CHAPTER  9 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


9.  1   INTRODUCTION 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  requested  and  received  the  consultation  of 
many  organizations  and  individuals,  public  and  private,  in  developing  and 
coordinating  the  Draft  and  Final  Environmental  Statements  (DES,  FES)  on  a 
proposal  to  transport  crude  oil  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland,  Texas. 

Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  (SOHIO) ,  through  its  subsidiary,  SOHIO 
Transportation  Company  of  California,  filed  applications  with  the  secretary 
of  the  Interior,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  and  other  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  for  the  necessary 
certificates  and  permits  which  must  be  granted  before  the  proposal  can  be 
implemented. 

9. 2   PREPARATION  OF  THE  DRAFT  AND  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENTS 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  determined  that  granting  of  the  necessary 
permits  and  certificates  for  use  of  land  and  water  resources  under  Federal 
jurisdiction  in  the  Pacific  Ocean  area,  and  the  states  of  California, 
Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas,  would  constitute  "a  major  Federal  action 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  human  environment."   Therefore,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  an 
Environmental  Statement  was  required.   It  was  also  determined  that  a  sound 
and  comprehensive  environmental  analysis  of  the  proposal  would  be  useful  and 
beneficial  to  other  Federal  agencies  and  bureaus  which  had  received 
applications  for  permits  or  certificates.   A  flow  chart  illustrating 
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activities  which  went  into  preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES  appears  on  the 
following  page. 

9.2.1  Organization  of  the  ES  preparation  team 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  assigned  lead  agency  responsibility  for 
preparation  of  the  Environmental  Statement  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)*s  California  State  Director.   An  interdisciplinary  environmental 
evaluation  team  was  assembled  at  Los  Alamitos,  California,  in  April  1976, 
and  was  directed  to  collect  data  and  prepare  Draft  and  Final  environmental 
statements. 

The  analysis  team  included  professional  expertise  in  the  fields  of 
petroleum/civil  engineering,  wildlife  and  marine  biology,  range 
conservation,  landscape  architecture,  economics,  land  use  planning,  geology, 
air  quality,  botany,  and  archaelogy.   Liaison  personnel  from  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  State  Offices  of  California,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico  were 
assigned  to  assist  the  team. 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Los  Angeles  District,  assumed 
responsibility  for  preparation  of  analyses  covering  the  proposed 
Port/terminal  facilities  at  Long  Beach,  California,  and  the  marine 
transportation  route  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  the  Port  of  Long  Beach.   Corps 
of  Engineers  analyses  and  evaluations  have  been  incorporated  into  the 
Environmental  Statement. 

9.2.2  Contracts  with  outside  consulting  firms 

A  consulting  contract  was  executed  28  May  1976  between  BLM  and  Environmental 
Research  and  Technology,  Inc.  (ERT,  Inc.) ,  of  Westlake  Village,  California. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  ERT,  Inc.  and  its  subcontractors  conducted 
investigations,  collected  data,  prepared  analyses,  and  provided 
informational  input  to  the  ES  in  the  areas  of  air  quality,  socioeconomics, 
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energy  supply  and  demand,  fresh  water  quality,  noise,  geotechnics,  and  an 
engineering  evaluation  of  the  existing  natural  gas  pipeline  proposed  for 
conversion.   ERT,  Inc.  subcontractors  included:   Earth  Science  Associates, 
Palo  Alto,  California;  Robert  Brown  Associates,  Carson,  California;  EDAW, 
Inc. ,  Newport  Beach,  California;  and,  Sergent-Hauskins-Bechwith,  Phoenix, 
Arizona. 

A  consulting  contract  was  executed  6  August  1976  between  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  of  Pasadena,  California,  whereby  Tetra  Tech, 
Inc.,  would  conduct  an  environmental  assessment  of  the  proposed  marine 
transportation  route  from  Port  Valdez  to  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  and  provide 
the  information  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  inclusion  in  the  Environmental 
Statement  portions  related  to  consideration  of  the  Pacific  Ocean 
environment.   This  material  was  not  available  at  the  time  the  Draft  went  to 
press,  but  the  data  are  included  in  the  FES. 

9.3  OTHER  AGENCY  PARTICIPATION  IN  PREPARATION  OF  THE  PES 

During  the  data  collection  portion  of  the  preparation  process,  the  ES  team 
traveled  into  the  field  for  familiarization  with  the  corridor  of  the 
proposed  pipeline.   In  addition,  liaison  was  maintained  along  the  route  with 
Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  and  industries,  organizations, 
universities,  and  individuals  concerning  specific  areas  of  expertise. 

9.4  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  COORDINATION 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  was  not  contacted  during 
preparation  of  the  DES  but  was  given  the  opportunity  to  comment,  and  did 
comment,  on  the  published  Statement.   Contacts  with  archaeological  and 
historic  preservation  offices  in  the  various  affected  states  were  made,  as 
follows: 
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14  June  1976 

9  August  1976 

15  June  1976 


23  June  1976 


25  June  1976 


8  July  1976 


23  July  1976 
11  August  1976 


10  August  1976 


16  August  1976 
10  September  1976 


19  August  1976 


13  September  1976 


BLM  Arizona  State  Archaeologist 
Phoenix,  Arizona 

El  Paso  Centennial  Museum 
El  Paso,  Texas 

California  Department  of  Parks 
and  Recreation,  History  Pre- 
servation Section 
Sacramento,  California 

Arizona  State  Parks  Department 
Historic  Preservation  Office 
Phoenix,  Arizona 

BLM  California  State  Archaelogist 
Sacramento,  California 

New  Mexico  State  Planning  Office 

Cultural  Properties  Review  Committee 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico 

National  Park  Service  Interagency 
Archaeological  Services,  Office  of 
Archaeology  and  Historic  Preservation 
Denver,  Colorado 

Agency  of  Conservation  Archaeology 
Eastern  New  Mexico  University 
Portales,  New  Mexico 

BLM  New  Mexico  state  Archaeologist 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico 

Arizona  State  Museum 
University  of  Arizona 
Tucson,  Arizona 


9.5   FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION 

During  preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES,  consultations  were  conducted  at  a 
working  level  with  departmental,  bureau,  and  other  Federal  agencies  having 
special  expertise  relating  to  the  proposed  action  in  order  to  gain 
information  and  to  close  data  gaps.   The  following  were  informed  of  the 
proposal  and  the  preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES,  and  were  consulted: 


Washington,  D.C. 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

BLM  Division  of  Lands  and  Realty 
BLM  Environmental  Assistance  Staff 

Federal  Power  Commission 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

Department  of  State  -  Panama  Desk 

Department  of  the  Navy 

Office  of  Naval  Petroleum 
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Alaska 

BLM  Alaska  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Office 
Seventeenth  Coast  Guard  District,  Juneau 

Colorado 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

Washington 

Canadian  Consulate  General 

Canadian  Environmental  Protection  Service 

BLM-spokane  District  office 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Federal  Energy  Administration,  Region  X 

Federal  Preparedness  Agency 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

U.S.  Maritime  Administration 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Seattle  District 

U.S.  Coast  Guard,  13th  District 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  Service 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 
U.S.  Navy,  13th  District 
U.S.  Consulate  General,  Vancouver 

Oregon 

BLM  State  Office 

California 

BLM  State  Office 

BLM  Pacific  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Office 

BLM  Riverside  District  Office 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Regional  Office 

U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 

Federal  Energy  Administration,  Region  IX 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Office  of  the  Secretary-Los  Angeles 

Office  of  the  Secretary-San  Francisco 

Office  of  the  Solicitor 
Western  Federal  Regional  Council 
National  Park  Service,  Region  IX 
U.S.  Geological  Survey-Topography  Branch 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers- Los  Angeles  District 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
U.S.  Navy 

District  11 

District  12 
U.S.  Coast  Guard 

District  11 

District  12 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Palm  Springs  Office 

Riverside  Office 
California  Congressional  Delegation 
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Arizona 


BLM  State  Office 

BLM  Phoenix  District  office 

BLM  Safford  District  Office 

BLM  Yuma  District  Office 

Kofa  Game  Range 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Arizona  Congressional  Delegation 


New  Mexico 


BLM  State  Office 

BLM  Las  Cruces  District  Office 

BLM  Roswell  District  Office 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

U. S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

National  Park  Service,  Region  IX 

Navajo  Indian  Tribal  Council 

U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

Texas 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Ft.  Bliss 

Miscellaneous 

BLM  New  York  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Office 

9.6   STATE  PARTICIPATION 

Working  relationships  were  established  with  various  agencies  in  the  separate 
states  having  special  discipline  expertise  for  the  purpose  of  gaining 
information  and  advice  in  the  preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES. 

9.6.1   State  of  California 

A  Federal/state  task  force  on  the  SOHIO  proposal  was  formed  in  March,  1976 
and  included  all  pertinent  state  and  Federal  agencies  within  California 
having  responsibility,  advisory  or  jurisdictional  authority  for  the 
California  state  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the  proposal  and/or  the 
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Federal  ES.   Meetings  of  this  task  force,  which  took  place  several  times 
during  the  preparation  period,  were  attended  by  members  of  the  ES  team. 

In  addition,  there  were  frequent  consultations  with  the  Port  of  Long  Beach 
and  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission,  co-lead  agencies  supervising 
concurrent  preparation  of  the  State  of  California  Environmental  Impact 
Report  on  the  Long  Beach  portion  of  the  proposal. 

Consultation  and  coordination  in  preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES  took  place 
between  the  ES  Analysis  Team  and  the  following  California  state  agencies, 
groups,  and  individuals: 


Office  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor 

Air  Resources  Board 

Coastal  Zone  Conservation  Commission 

Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development 

Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Department  of  Navigation  and  Ocean  Development 

Department  of  Transportation,  Right-of-Way  Section 

Department  of  Conservation 

Division  of  Oil  and  Gas 

Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 
Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

Archaeology  Survey  Lab 
Public  Utilities  Commission 
State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 

Los  Angeles  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
South  Central  Regional  Coastal  Commission 
Department  of  Water  Resources 
State  Lands  Commission 
The  Resources  Agency 

University  of  California  Dry  Lands  Research  Institute 
University  of  Southern  California,  Sea  Grant  Institutional 

Program,  Marine  Advisory  Services 
California  State  Legislators 


9.6.2  Other  affected  states 

Consultation  and  coordination  with  other  states  took  place  also. 


Alaska 


State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 
State  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
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Washington 


Department  of  Fisheries 

Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development 

Department  of  Game 

Energy  Facility  Site  Evaluation  Council 

Environmental  Protection  Service 

House  Transportation  and  Utilities  Committee 

Oceanographic  Commission 

Office  of  Community  Development 

Office  of  the  Governor 

State  Energy  Office 

University  of  Washington,  College  of  Fisheries 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Washington  State  legislators 


Arizona 


State  Advisory  Board  to  BLM 

Corporations  Commission 

Governor's  Commission  on  Arizona  Environment 

Office  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Committee 

Planning  and  Zoning  Commission 

Department  of  Game  and  Fish 

Department  of  Revenue 

Energy  Resources  Board 

Environmental  Improvement  Agency 

Highway  Department 

State  Lands  Department 

State  Parks  Board 

Water  Commission 

University  of  Arizona 

Arizona  State  University,  College  of  Liberal  Arts 

Arizona  State  Legislators 


New  Mexico 


Corporation  Commission 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Department  of  Development 

Energy  Resources  Board 

Environmental  Impact  Agency 

Environmental  Improvement  Agency 

Health  and  Social  Services  Department 

Highway  Department 

Historic  Preservation  Office 

Legislative  Energy  Committee 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Commission 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Oil  Conservation  Commission 

Park  and  Recreation  Commission 

Public  Service  Commission 

Southern  Rio  Grande  Council  of  Governments 

State  Engineer 

State  Fish  and  Game  Department 

State  and  Interstate  Stream  Commission 

State  Lands  Commission 

State  Park  Commission 

State  Planning  Office 

University  of  New  Mexico 

New  Mexico  State  Legislators 
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Texas 

Air  Control  Board 

Attorney  General's  Office 

Bureau  of  Budget  and  Planning 

Bureau  of  Economic  Geology 

Comptroller' s  Office 

Department  of  Health  Resources 

General  Land  Office 

Governor's  Energy  Advisory  Council 

Highway  Department 

Historical  Commission 

House  Energy  Committee 

Industrial  Commission 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Office  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor 

Office  of  Planning  Coordination 

Office  of  the  Speaker 

Parks  and  Wildlife  Commission 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

Railroad  Commission  of  Texas 

Senate  Natural  Resources  Committee 

State-Federal  Relations  Office 

Water  Quality  Board 

Water  Rights  Commission 

Texas  State  Legislators 

9.7   LOCAL  AGENCY  PARTICIPATION 

In  areas  where  implementation  of  the  proposal  could  have  a  potential  effect, 
whether  direct  or  indirect,  local  agencies  and  local  government  officials 
were  provided  with  information  and  invited  to  participate  by  providing  data 
for  the  preparation  of  the  DES.   Consultation  and  coordination  was  achieved 
with  city  and  county  agencies  through  letters,  telephone  calls,  and  personal 
visits  in  the  following  areas: 

Alaska 

City  of  Valdez 
Canada 


City  of  Edmonton,  Province  of  Alberta 

City  of  Kitimat,  Province  of  British  Columbia 


Washington 


Board  of  Clallam  County  Commissioners 

Clallum  County  Planning  Commission 

Puget  Sound  Council  of  Governments 

Port  of  Seattle,  Planning  and  Research 

City  of  Port  Angeles 

City  of  Seattle  Environment  Management  Division 
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California 


Fontana 
Loma  Linda 
Montebello 
Ontario 
Palm  Springs 
Paramount 
Pico  Rivera 


Pomona 

Redland 

Rialto 

Riverside 

San  Bernardino 

South  Gate 


Los  Angeles  County  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

Los  Angeles  County  Regional  Planning 

Los  Angeles  County  Flood  Control  Board 

Los  Angeles  County  Engineer 

Los  Angeles  County  Project  Planning 

Los  Angeles  County  Museum  of  Natural  History 

Los  Angeles  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Los  Angeles  Bureau  of  Sanitation 

Office  of  the  Mayor,  Los  Angeles,  Energy  coordinator 

Pasadena  Office  of  Advanced  Planning 

Chino  Hills  Task  Force 

California  Polytechnical  State  University 

Biological  Science  Department 
City  of  Avalon  Planning  Department 
City  of  Long  Beach 

Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners 

Port  of  Long  Beach 

Long  Beach  Health  Department 

Long  Beach  Marine  Department 
City  Managers: 

Brea 

Cathedral  City 

Chino 

Coachella 

Col ton 

Desert  Hot  Springs 

Downey 
Mayor  of  Santa  Barbara 

County  of  Santa  Barbara  Board  of  Supervisors 
Mayor  of  Carpinteria 

Santa  Barbara  City  Planning  Commission 
Santa  Barbara  City  Attorney 
Santa  Barbara  County  Planning  Commission 
Santa  Barbara  County  District  Attorney 
Santa  Barbara  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
City  of  San  Luis  Obispo  Engineering  Department 
Port  of  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor  Authority 
San  Luis  Obispo  County  Planning  Department 
San  Luis  Obispo  County  Council  of  Governments 
San  Luis  Obispo  County  Environmental  Coordinator 
Riverside  County  Administrator 
Mayor  of  Riverside 

Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
San  Bernardino  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
San  Bernardino  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
San  Bernardino  Road  Department  Administration 
San  Bernardino  County  Building  and  Safety 
San  Bernardino  County  Planning  Commission 
San  Bernardino  County  Environmental  Improvement  Agency 
Mayor  of  Palm  Springs 
Mayor  of  Beaumont 

San  Bernardino  County  Regional  Parks  Department 
San  Bernardino  County  Planning  Department 
San  Bernardino  County  Association  of  Governments 
Mayor  of  Indio 
Mayor  of  Banning 
Imperial  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
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Arizona 


Maricopa  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Maricopa  County  Highway  Department 
Pima  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Pima  County  Planning  Department 
Yuma  County  Health  Department 
County  Agents 

Cochise  County      Pinal  County 
Maricopa  County     Yuma  County 
Pinal  County  Planning  Department 


New  Mexico 


Dona  Ana  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Grant  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Hidalgo  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Luna  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Mayor  of  Albuquerque 

Texas 

City  of  Midland 

City  of  Midland  Energy,  Inc. 

City  of  El  Paso 

El  Paso  City /County  Health  Department 

County  Agents 

Andrews  County  Hudspeth  County 

Culberson  County         Martin  County 

El  Paso  County 

Miscellaneous 

Planning  Department,  City  of  Boise,  Idaho 
City  Clerk,  Sidney,  Nebraska 

9.8   CIVIC  GROUP  PARTICIPATION 

Brochures  and  background  information  on  the  proposed  project,  covering  (1) 
preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES,  (2)  terminal  and  pipeline  engineering  data, 
and  (3)  Sea  Leg  routing  and  oil  spill  contingency  and  cleanup  plans,  were 
mailed  to  Chambers  of  Commerce  and  civic  clubs  along  the  proposed  project 
route.   Offers  were  extended  to  conduct  briefings,  present  programs,  and 
provide  material  for  group  mailings.   Special  presentations  were  made  to 
Rotary  clubs,  Kiwanis  clubs,  and  Soroptomists  clubs  in  the  general  vicinity 
of  the  Port  of  Long  Beach.   A  20-minute  color  slide  show  was  prepared  and 
made  available  for  briefings  and  presentations.   Following  is  a  list  of 
towns  and  cities  in  which  Chambers  of  Commerce  and  civic  clubs  were  invited 
through  written  correspondence  and  telephone  contact  to  participate  in 
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preparation  of  the  DES  and  FES  as  a  part  of  the  consultation  and 
coordination  effort: 


Edmonton,  Alberta,  Canada 
Kitimat,  British  Columbia,  Canada 
Vancouver,  British  Columbia,  Canada 
Port  Angeles,  Washington 
Seattle,  Washington 

California 


Anaheim 

Aval on 

Brea 

Carlsbad 

Cypress 

East  Whittier 

El  Segundo 

Fountain  Valley 

Garden  Grove 

Hawaiian  Gardens 

Huntington  Beach 

La  Habra 


Arizona 


Ajo 

Apache  Junction 

Arizona  City 

Avondale 

Benson 

Bisbee 

Bowie 

Buckeye 

Bullhead  City 

Casa  Grande 

Carefree 

Cave  Creek 

Chandler 

Clifton 

Coolidge 

Douglas 


La  Mir a da 
Long  Beach 
Los  Alamitos 
Los  Angeles 
Norwalk 
Oceanside 
Orange 
Oxnard 
Placentia 
Port  Hueneme 
Sacramento 
San  Bernardino 


Eloy 

Florence 

Fountain  Hills 

Gila  Bend 

Gilbert 

Glen dale 

Goodyear 

Hayden 

Kearny 

Lake  Havasu  City 

Litchfield  Park 

Maryvale 

Mesa 

Miami 

Nog ales 

Paradise  Valley 


San  Luis  Obispo 
San  Pedro 
Santa  Barbara 
Santa  Fe  Springs 
Seal  Beach 
Signal  Hill 
Stanton 
Whittier 
Wilmington 
Yorba  Linda 


Parker 

Peoria 

Phoenix 

Pima 

Saff ord 

Scottsdale 

Sierra  Vista 

Springerville 

Tempe 

Tolleson 

Tombstone 

Tucson 

Willcox 

Winkelman 

Yuma 


New  Mexico 


Albuquerque 
Deming 
Las  Cruces 
Lords burg 


Texas 


Midland 
El  Paso 
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9.9   ENVIRONMENTAL  GROUPS  PARTICIPATION 

Organized  environmental  groups  in  the  four  states  that  would  be  traversed  by 
the  pipeline  portion  of  the  proposed  project,  and  several  groups  in  the 
northwestern  portion  of  the  state  of  Washington,  were  contacted  during  the 
preparation  period  of  the  DES  and  FES.   Brochures,  letters,  and  background 
materials  were  sent  to  each  and,  in  some  cases,  special  meetings  were 
conducted.   Following  is  a  listing  of  environmental  groups  which  responded 
to  the  participation  request  for  information,  or  sent  representatives  to 
meetings: 


Advisory  Commission  of  Arizona  Environment 

Arizona  Association  of  Earth  Science  Clubs 

Arizona  Conservation  Council 

Arizona  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Society,  Inc. 

Arizona  Historical  Society 

Arizona  Rivers  Coalition,  Sierra  Club 

Arizona  Wildlife  Federation 

Arizona  Wildlife  Refuge 

Tucson  Audubon  Society,  Arizona 

California  Council  for  Environmental  and  Economic  Balance 

Cherry  Manor  Home  Owners  Association-Long  Beach,  California 

Concerned  Citizens  of  Long  Beach,  California 

Southern  California  Yachting  Association,  Los  Angeles,  California 

California  Marine  Parks  and  Harbors  Association,  Inc. 

B.O.A.T.  -  Boat  Owners  Associated  Together,  California 

Clean  Bay  Cooperative,  California 

Clean  Sound  Cooperative,  Washington 

Conservative  Associates  for  Development  of  Energy,  Illinois 

Environmental  Conscience,  Inc.,  Arizona 

Friends  of  the  Earth,  California 

Sierra  Club-Washington,  California,  Arizona,  New  Mexico 

Long  Beach  Area  Citizens  Involved,  California 

League  of  Women  Voters-Washington,  California,  Arizona 

Maricopa  Audubon  Society,  Arizona 

Olympic  Peninsula  Audubon  Society,  Washington 

Outdoor  Life,  California 

Southern  Arizona  Environmental  Council 

Southern  Arizona  Sportsman  Association 

Southern  Arizona  Wildlife  Callers 

University  of  Arizona  Student  Chapter,  Wildlife  Society 

Yuma  Valley  Rod  and  Gun  Club,  Arizona 

Texas  Environmental  Health  Services,  Austin,  Texas 

9.  10   PRIVATE  INDUSTRY  CONSULTATION 

In  gathering  technical  information  and  other  data  for  the  preparation  of  the 
DES  and  FES,  members  of  the  technical  analyses  team  contacted  the  following 
individuals  and  groups  within  private  industry: 
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APV  Corporation,  Washington 

ARCO  Pipeline  Company,  California 

Arizona  Fuels  Corporation 

Arizona  Public  Service 

Arizona  Refining  Company 

Association  of  Engineering  Geologists,  Long  Beach,  California 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company,  California 

Burlington  Northern  Railroad  Company,  Washington 

Button  Estes  Ranch,  Midland,  Texas 

California  Independent  oil  Producers  Association 

El  Paso  Centennial  Museum,  Texas 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company,  Texas 

Entra  Corporation,  California 

Environmental  Sciences  Associates,  California 

Exxon  Company  USA,  Inc. ,  Texas 

Exxon  Pipeline  Company,  Texas 

Goodyear  Aerospace  Corporation,  California 

Key  Ship  Company,  California 

Jacobson's  Pilot  Service,  Long  Beach,  California 

Mathematical  Sciences  Northwest,  Inc.,  Washington 

Mobil  Pipeline  Company,  California 

Northern  Tier  Pipeline  Company,  Washington 

Curran  Oil  Company,  Washington 

PF  Industries,  Inc.,  Washington 

Realty  Executives,  Arizona 

San  Diego  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  California 

Santa  Catalina  Island  Company,  California 

Scharbauer  Brothers  and  Company,  Texas 

Scharbauer  Cattle  Company,  Texas 

Simmons  Oil  Company,  Texas 

Southern  California  Edison 

Southern  Pacific  Pipelines,  California 

Standard  Oil  Company  of  California 

Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio 

Sverdrop  and  Parcel  and  Associates,  Inc.,  Arizona 

Teamsters  Union  local  representatives,  California 

Texas/Mexico  Meter  Service,  Inc.,  Texas 

Trans -Mountain  Pipe  Line  Company,  Ltd.,  Canada 

Transportation  Institute,  Washington 

Tucson  Truck  Terminal,  Inc.,  ITT,  Arizona 

Uni  Oil,  Inc.,  Texas 

Union  Oil  Company,  California 

Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  California 

Williams  Brothers  Engineering  Company,  Oklahoma 

Woodward-Clyde  Associates,  Inc.,  California 


9.11   CONTACTS  WITH  APPLICANT  (Chronologically  listed  from  date  application 
received  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior) 

1.   9  September  1975:   Application  of  SOHIO  Transportation  Company: 
APPLICATION  FOR  OIL  PIPELINE  RIGHT_OF_WAY  UNDER  SECTION  28  OF  THE 
MINERAL  LEASING  ACT  OF  1920,  AS  AMENDED  (30  U.S.C.  S185). 

Application  for  right-of-way  across  Federal  lands  for  the 
construction  and  operation  of  78.9  miles  of  oil  pipeline,  with  a 
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general  location  map  showing  the  location  of  the  Federal  lands  in 
Riverside  County,  California,  attached.   The  pipeline  to  be 
constructed  will  be  a  small  portion  of  a  major  new  proposed  common 
carrier  crude  oil  pipeline  running  from  San  Pedro  Bay  in  California 
to  the  vicinity  of  Midland,  Texas.   When  completed,  the  project 
will  be  comprised  of  approximately  1,000  miles  of  30-inch  and 
42-inch  pipeline:   669  miles  extending  from  Ehrenberg,  Arizona,  to 
Jal,  New  Mexico,  to  be  acquired  by  lease  from  El  Paso  Natural  Gas 
Company,  connected  to  the  port  at  San  Pedro,  and  to  the  terminus  at 
Midland,  with  a  total  of  approximately  340  miles  of  pipeline  to  be 
constructed  or  acquired  in  California,  Arizona,  and  Texas. 
Approximately  126  miles  of  existing  pipeline  located  in  California 
may  be  acquired  by  lease  or  purchase  from  the  Southern  California 
Gas  Company.   When  the  survey  of  the  proposed  route  is  completed, 
maps  will  be  filed,  including  a  description  and  documentation  of 
the  related  facilities. 

2.  1  October  1975:   Letter  to  J.L.  Hellebrekers,  SOHIO,  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  from  Ed  Hastey,  California  State  Director,  BLM. 

Brief  summary  of  basic  facts  contained  in  application,  followed  by: 
"From  the  foregoing  it  would  appear  to  be  premature  for  the  Bureau 
to  discuss  the  merits  of  processing  SOHIO' s  application  until  such 
time  as  there  has  been  a  full  disclosure  of  the  facts." 

3.  6  October  1975:   Letter  to  William  Lyons,  Deputy 
Undersecretary,  Department  of  Interior,  from  F.G.  Garibaldi, 
President,  SOHIO. 

Clarification  on  questions  involving  use  and  impacts  of  proposed 
pipeline;  construction  of  tankage;  definition  of  project,  etc. 
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U.      6  October  1975:   Letter  to  F.G.  Garibaldi  from  Roman  H. 
Koenings,  Assistant  Director  for  Resources,  BLM. 

Acknowledges  6  October  1975  letter. 

5.  30  October  1975:   Washington,  D.C.  meeting  between  Department 
of  the  Interior,  BLM,  Corps  of  Engineers  representatives,  and 
SOHIO,  El  Paso,  and  Williams  Brothers  officials. 

To  inform  Federal  agencies  of  the  project  and  establish  agency 
roles  and  key  contacts. 

6.  6  November  1975:   Sacramento,  California,  project  briefing  put 
on  by  SOHIO,  El  Paso,  Williams  Brothers,  and  Holmes  and  Narver 
officials  for  BLM  and  State  of  California  representatives. 

7.  10  November  1975:   Letter  to  Robert  E.  Metzger,  BLM,  from  Allen 
E.  Tebbotts  of  Ball,  Hunt,  Hart,  Brown  and  Baerevitz  —  California 
attorneys  for  SOHIO. 

Enclosing  California  Attorney  General's  opinion  on  required  scope 
of  CEQA  requirements  on  EIR's  for  multistate  projects. 

8.  18  November  1975:   Letter  to  J.L.  Hellebrekers,  SOHIO,  from 
John  J.  Clifford,  California  BLM  Environmental  Coordinator. 

Setting  up  a  revised  EIS  schedule  and  a  4  December  1975  meeting 
between  BLM  and  SOHIO. 

9.  4  December  1975:   Los  Angeles,  California,  meeting  between  BLM, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  applicants  SOHIO,  El  Paso,  Williams 
Brothers,  and  Holmes  and  Narver. 
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Purpose  of  meeting  to  discuss  content  and  timing  of  applicant's 
environmental  assessment  reports. 

10.  16  December  1975:   Letter  from  Robert  E.  Metzger,  BLM,  to  Mr. 
J.L.   Hellebrekers,  SOHIO. 

BLM  comments  on  first  Williams  Brothers  Environmental  Assessment 
Report  —  volumes  I  and  II. 

11.  29  December  1975:   Letter  from  William  O.  Knight,  Williams 
Brothers  to  Jack  Clifford,  BLM. 

Transmitting  agenda  of  7-8  January  1976  proposed  environmental 
assessment  report  Federal  agency  review  feedback  meeting  with  SOHIO 
consultants. 

12.  6-8  January  1976:   Phoenix,  Arizona,  meeting  between  BLM, 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  SOHIO,  El  Paso,  Williams  Brothers  and  Holmes 
and  Narver  representatives. 

To  review  comments  on  applicant  submitted  environmental  assessment 
reports. 

13.  1U  January  1976:   Letter  to  J.L.  Hellebrekers,  SOHIO,  from 
Robert  E.  Metzger,  BLM. 

Summary  of  major  points  discussed,  approaches  decided  upon,  and 
additional  information  needs;  follow-up  of  a  meeting  in  Phoenix  of 
BLM  and  Corps  of  Engineers  with  applicant.   Written  for  use  of 
applicant  in  developing  the  final  volumes  of  the  environmental 
assessment. 
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11.   23  February  1976:   Letter  to  J.L.  Hellebrekers  from  Ed  Hastey, 
BLM,  California  State  Director. 

BLM-Corps  of  Engineers  specific  review  comments  on  the  fourth 
interim  report  submitted  by  Williams  Brothers  Environmental 
Services  on  2  February  1976,  enclosed.  Discussed  the  time  schedule 
for  the  EIS  project  and  stressed  the  need  for  a  detailed,  complete, 
specific  project  description  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

15.  20  April  1976:   Copy  to  John  W.  Lahr,  BLM,  of  letter  from  Bob 
Schaadt,  SOHIO,  Long  Beach,  to  George  H.  Spruce,  Williams  Brothers. 

Confirming  conversation  regarding  the  nearly  170  questions 
developed  by  BLM-Corps  of  Engineers  from  interim  submittals. 
Summarizes  by  groups  of  questions  the  time  frame  for  completion  of 
responses,  and  forwards  Lahr's  inquiry  as  to  whether  any  of  the 
pump  stations  would  be  located  on  state  lands  of  Texas,  New  Mexico, 
or  Arizona. 

16.  14  May  1976:   Letter  to  Bob  Schaadt  from  Charles  R.  Tulloss, 
Project  Manager,  BLM,  SOHIO  Project. 

Follow-up  of  telephone  conversation  on  13  May  1976,  agreeing  that 
contractor  call  Charles  Tulloss  when  they  needed  to  talk  to  the 
Williams  Brothers  regarding  specific  subjects. 

17.  25  May  1976:   Letter  to  Kenneth  Blower,  SOHIO,  rrom  Charles  R. 
Tulloss. 

Enclosing  a  list  of  70  questions  developed  by  the  Technical 
Analysis  Team  in  advance  of  the  2  June  1976  meeting  with  SOHIO  and 
Williams  Brothers  at  Los  Alamitos,  California. 


9-19 


18.  17  June  1976:   Letter  to  Dr.  George  Lauer,  ERT,  Inc.,  from 
Jack  Lahr. 

Addendum  to  15  June  1976  response  to  ERT  Preparation  Plan,  stating 
that  BLM  had  again  requested  SOHIO  to  provide  the  Hydrostatic  Test 
Plan,  Detailed  Construction  Plan,  and  Oil  Spill  Contingency  Plan, 
even  in  draft  segments;  and  listing  considerations  in  further 
definition  of  "worst  case"  situation,  for  guideline,  not 
limitation. 

19.  24  June  1976:   Letter  to  Charles  R.  Tulloss  from  R.E.  Evans, 
Williams  Brothers. 

Comments  responding  to  data  requests  on  hydrostatic  test  plan, 
detailed  construction  plan,  oil  spill  contingency  plan,  hydraulic 
studies. 

20.  1  July  1976:   Letter  to  Charles  Tulloss,  BLM,  From  Ken  Blower, 
SOHIO. 

Contained  additional  information  on  actual  pipeline  capacity  out  of 
Midland,  Texas:   Present  capacity  of  2,015,000  bbl/d  leaving 
Midland  with  estimated  potential  economic  expansion  of  pipeline 
system  of  10  percent  of  present  capacity. 

21.  7  July  1976:   Memo  to  File  from  Project  Manager. 

Subject:   Telecon  with  Ken  Blower  (SOHIO)  —  Status  of  Hynes 
negotiations.   Information  on  terminal  change  premature  because 
paperwork  for  purchase  of  Cal  Trans  site  not  complete. 

22.  14  July  1976:   Letter  to  Jack  Lahr  from  Dr.  George  Lauer,  ERT, 
Inc. 
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Summary  of  discussions  of  Dr.  Lauer  and  Charles  R.  Tulloss  with 
J.L.  Hellebrekers  and  Ken  Blower  at  Cleveland  Office  on  13  July 
1976.   Subjects  covered  included:   air  quality,  tankers.  Phase  II 
and  its  relative  impact,  oil  spill  contingency  plans,  pipeline 
engineering  data,  administrative  procedures. 

23.   16  July  1976:   Letter  to  Jack  Lahr  from  Dr.  George  Lauer. 

At  the  13  July  meeting  in  Cleveland,  it  was  agreed  that  a  set  of 
questions  would  be  provided  by  BLM  (ERT)  with  respect  to  the  SOHIO 
Oil  Spill  Contingency  Plan,  in  lieu  of  an  actual  plan  which  will 
not  be  forthcoming  until  the  end  of  September.   Answers  required  by 
30  July.   Questions  listed. 

2U.   19  July  1976:   Memo  to  File  from  C.R.  Tulloss. 

Subject:   Meeting  in  Cleveland  with  SOHIO  officials.   Topics 
discussed  included  the  Hynes  site  which  is  still  the  choice  --  Cal 
Trans  site  was  a  "good  investment  and  a  possible  fallback";  Phase 
II;  emissions  from  storage  tanks;  tankers;  questions  from  Sierra 
Club  regarding  enforcement  of  mitigating  measures,  and  authority 
over  tanker  emissions  during  the  time  tankers  are  tied  to  dock; 
pipeline  Oil  Spill  Contingency  Plan;  pipeline  route.   Hydrostatic 
data  to  be  sent  soon  from  Williams  Brothers. 

25.  20  July  1976:   Letter  to  Charles  Tulloss  from  Robert  E.  Evans, 
Williams  Brothers  Engineering  Co. 

Enclosure:   "Responses  to  Questions,  Group  3." 

26.  12  August  1977:   Memo  to  Assistant  Project  Manager  Jack  Lahr 
from  Project  Manager  Charles  R.  Tulloss. 
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Confirmation  of  understanding  of  oil  spill  discussion  with  SOHIO  on 
11  August  1976.   Oil  spill  data  that  BLM  and  ERT  have  will  be 
adequate  for  the  DES.   Draft  of  spill  plan  to  be  available  in 
December  for  inclusion  in  FES. 

27.  16  August  1976:   Letter  to  Project  Manager  from  M.F.G. 
Williams,  SOHIO. 

Answers  to  BLM  questions  concerning  socioeconomic  study  of  the  Sea 
Leg  of  the  SOHIO  project. 

28.  8  September  1976:   Memo  to  Jack  Lahr  and  Douglas  Stone,  BLM 
Economist,  from  Charles  Tulloss  concerning  phone  call  from  J.L. 
Hellebrekers  1  September  1976. 

SOHIO  is  anxious  that  BLM  use  450,000  bbl/d  as  the  figure  for 
backing  out  foreign  oil  instead  of  200,000  for  local  markets. 

29.  17  September  1976:   Letter  to  Fran  Bradley,  SOHIO,  Long  Beach, 
from  Michael  W.  Press,  SOHIO,  Cleveland. 

Information  in  response  to  questions  regarding  cost  of  port  and 
pipeline  facilities,  cost  of  tankers,  costs  from  Midland,  and  four 
potential  sources  of  tanker-related  hydrocarbon  emissions. 

30.  23  September  1976:   Memo  from  Public  Affairs  Officer  to 
Assistant  Project  Manager. 

Subject:   Telephone  conversation  between  Jack  Lahr  and  Mike 
Williams  23  September  1976.   Jack  asked  Mike  about  interim  tankers 
SOHIO  would  be  using.   Mike  said  that  since  shipment  of  oil  would 
begin  in  the  summer  of  1977  but  the  Long  Beach  terminal  will  not  be 
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ready,  SOHIO  had  chartered  seven  additional  Jones  Act  tankers  until 
1980,  specifically  to  go  through  the  Panama  Canal. 

31.  24  September  1976:   Letter  to  Jack  Lahr  from  M.F.G.  Williams, 
SOHIO. 

Clarification  of  information  with  respect  to  the  purging  or  gas 
freeing  of  hydrocarbon  gas  from  cargo  tanks  after  discharge  of 
cargo. 

32.  1  October  1976:   Letter  to  Project  Manager  from  Michael  W. 
Press,  SOHIO. 

Summary  of  discussion  at  28  September  1976  meeting  of  Los  Alamitos 
project  team  and  consultants  with  Michael  Press  on  supply/demand 
project  rationale,  project  scope,  marine  deliveries  of  sour  crude 
to  the  Los  Angeles  Basin  for  local  consumption,  1978  to  1980. 

33.  14  October  1976:   Memo  to  Project  Manager  and  Assistant 
Manager  from  Public  Affairs  Officer. 

Report  of  phone  call  to  Mike  Williams,  SOHIO,  for  information  on 
the  tankers  to  be  used  to  transport  Alaskan  crude  oil  from  Valdez. 

34.  14  October  1976:   Memo  to  File  from  PAO. 

Summary  of  highlights  discussed  in  28  September  1976  meeting  of  BLM 
and  consultants  with  SOHIO  representatives,  held  at  Los  Alamitos. 
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35.  22  October  1976:   Memo  to  BLM  State  Director  from  Project 
Manager. 

Report  of  meeting  in  Bullhead  City,  Arizona,  on  14  October  1976,  of 
Charles  Tulloss,  Jack  Lahr,  and  SOHIO's  Mike  Williams  with 
consultant  Dr.  George  Lauer,  who  was  working  in  that  location. 
Meeting  concerned  purging  and  spills  of  tanker  while  unloading. 

36.  2  November  1976:   Letter  to  Project  Manager  from  Mike 
Williams,  SOHIO. 

Summary  of  points  on  inert  gas  systems  discussed  in  the  Bullhead 
City,  Arizona,  meeting  and  at  Los  Alamitos. 

37.  25  October  1976:   Letter  to  Assistant  Project  Manager  from  Dr. 
George  Lauer,  ERT. 

Summary  of  discussions  held  with  Mike  Williams,  SOHIO,  and  BLM,  one 
in  Bullhead  City,  Arizona,  and  one  at  the  Los  Alamitos  Project 
Office,  Dr.  Don  Bright,  Port  of  Long  Beach,  included  in  the  latter. 

38.  17  November  1976:   Memo  to  Assistant  Project  Manager  from 
Project  Manager. 

Summary  of  meeting  with  Corps  of  Engineers  16  November  1976,  and  of 
17  November  1976  phone  calls  to  Captain  Charles  Joyner,  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  to  Mike  Williams,  SOHIO.   Topics  discussed  centered 
on  project  status  and  the  proposed  tanker  route. 
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39.   22  November  1976:   Memo  to  Project  Manager  from  Assistant 
Project  Manager. 

Summary  of  phone  conversation  19  November  1976  with  Joe 
Hellebrekers,  SOHIO,  concerning  budget  for  ES  and  time  frame  for 
production.   Also  discussed  permits  and  problem  with  the  Corps 
(Tetra  Tech,  Inc.)  on  tanker  routing. 

t»0.   2  December  1976:   Memo  to  Assistant  Project  Manager  from 
Project  Engineer  Matt  Elliott. 

Summary  of  information  garnered  from  visit  to  Williams  Brothers,  in 
Tulsa,  Oklahoma.   Topics  were  alignment,  pump  station  locations, 
transmission  lines,  design.  Pier  J,  Colorado  River  crossing,  pumps, 
valves,  and  Black  Mountain  pump  station. 

«M .   5  January  1977:   Letter  to  Ken  Blower,  SOHIO,  from  Project 
Manager. 

Discussion  of  options  available  for  the  accomplishment  of 
archaeological  work  necessary  as  a  result  of  mitigating  measures 
discussed  in  the  DES. 

42.   16  February  1977:   Memo  To  Project  Engineer  from  Project 
Manager. 

Resume  of  points  discussed  in  phone  call  to  Joe  Hellebrekers: 
Requests  to  Williams  Brothers  for  data  that  may  be  new  work;  need 
for  SOHIO/ERT/BLM  meeting  on  recent  studies  by  SOHIO;  Southern 
California  Gas  Company  abandonment  problems;  controversy  over  tanks 
on  Pier  J;  need  for  a  copy  of  the  list  of  needed  permits  from 
Williams  Brothers;  probable  need  to  meet  with  Williams  and  SOHIO  on 
feasibility  of  pump  station  movement,  power  line. 
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U3.   28  February  1977:   Coordination  meeting  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  of 
Charles  Tulloss  and  ERT  representative  with  applicant. 

HU.      2  March  1977:   Coordination  meeting  of  BLM  representatives, 
Charles  Tulloss,  Andy  Wenchel,  Landscape  Architect,  and  Matt 
Elliott,  Project  Engineer,  with  Williams  Brothers  in  Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. 

9. 12   PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION  MEETINGS  DURING  PES  PREPARTION 

Thirteen  public  informational  briefings  were  conducted  in  California, 
Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Texas  and  Washington  concurrent  with  the  DES 
preparation.   The  meetings  were  conducted  informally  and  included 
presentations  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Corps  of  Engineers 
followed  by  a  question-and-answer  period  and  individual  conversations. 
The  public  informational  meetings  were  held  as  follows: 


Texas 

Midland 
El  Paso 

New  Mexico 

Albuquerque 

Arizona 

Phoenix 
Phoenix 

Tucson 
Yuma 

California 

Long  Beach 
Sacramento 
Riverside 
Palm  Springs 
Santa  Barbara 

Washington 

Seattle 


7  June  1976 

8  June  1976 


9  June  1976 


15  June  1976 

15  June  1976 

16  June  1976 

17  June  1976 


22  June  1976 
2«  June  1976 
20  September  1976 
20  September  1976 
29  September  1976 


28  July  1976 


9  a.m. 
9  a.m. 


Noon 
Noon 


9  a.m.  -  Noon 


10 

a.m. 

- 

Noon 

7 

p.m. 

- 

9.  p.m 

7 

p.m. 

- 

9  p.m. 

7 

p.m. 

9  p.m. 

9 

a.  m. 

Noon 

9 

a.  m. 

- 

Noon 

9 

a.  m. 

- 

Noon 

7 

p.m. 

- 

9  p.m. 

9 

a.  m. 

- 

Noon 

10  a.m.  -  Noon 
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These  meetings  were  attended  by  296  persons,  who  registered  at  the 
door.   Those  not  registering,  or  declining  to  register,  were  not 
included  in  the  count.   Statements  were  presented  by  30  persons  and/or 
groups,  and  approximately  252  questions  were  recorded  by  the 
transcriber  for  submission  to  the  ES  analysis  team  to  be  used  in 
preparation  of  the  DES.   Persons  submitting  written  statements  are 
listed  below.  Written  statements  were  not  submitted  at  all  meetings. 


Attendees 


Midland  Meeting 


Richard  Brooks 
Charles  G.  Groad 
Sue  Bartow 


El  Paso  Meeting 


J.  T.  Bowen 

Bill  Clayton,  Speaker 

Sarah  Jane  Dodds 

Albert  D.  Schutz,  representing 

Rex  White,  Jr. ,  Counsel 


Albuquerque  Meeting 


Henry  E.  Kinney 

Daren  L.  Lucke,  representing 


Phoenix  Meeting 


John  Bannister,  representing 
H.  R.  Garabrant 
Orme  Lewis,  Jr. 
F.  H.  Lathrop 
Bruce  R.  Duke 


Yuma  Meeting 


L.  E.  Brazeel,  representing 

(County  Manager) 
A.  J.  Oschsner 


Tucson  Meeting 


John  A.  McComb 
Frances  Werner 
Jim  Rivers 


Affiliations 


Scharbauer  Cattle  Company 
Bureau  of  Economic  Geology 
Office  of  the  Speaker,  Texas 
House  of  Representatives 


Sierra  Club 

Texas  House  of  Representatives 

Sierra  Club 

Lt.  Gov.  W.  P.  Hobby 

Texas  Railroad  Commission 


Mayor 

Gov.  Jerry  Apodaca 


Gov.  Raul  Castro 
Arizona  Corporation  Comm. 
Natural  Resource  Consultant 
Maricopa  County  Hwy.  Dept. 
Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Dept. 


Yuma  County  Board  of 

Supervisors 
Yuma  County  Board  of 

Supervisors 


Sierra  Club 

BLM  State  Advisory  Board 

Coronado  National  Forest 
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Long  Beach  Meeting 

Frank  Arundel 
Peter  K.  Ballou 
lone  Buie 

Seattle  Meeting 

Michael  Curran 
D.  T.  Durrant 
H.  Kaelin 

Paula  Doherty 
Leona  S.  Osterman 

Palm  Springs 

William  E  Smith 

Santa  Barbara 

A. H.  Scheyter,  Jr. 


Cherry  Manor  Home  Owners 

Association 
Long  Beach  Area  Citizens 

Involved 
Individual 


Northern  Tier  Pipeline  Co. 
Trans-Mountain  Pipeline  Co, 
Olympic  Peninsula  Audubon 

Society 
League  of  Women  Voters 
State  Rep.,  24th  District 


United  Mining  Council 
of  America 


University  of  California  at 
Santa  Barbara  Environmental 
Studies  Group. 


Formal  statements  from  governmental  agencies  in  Arizona,  New  Mexico, 
and  Texas  were  supportive  of  the  proposed  project.  At  the  Sacramento, 
California,  meeting  most  state  governmental  agencies  were  represented; 
however,  no  formal  statements  were  made  and  no  questions  asked.   Among 
the  questions  from  the  audiences  during  the  public  briefings  were  the 
following  concerns: 

1.  Amounts  of  energy  required  for  the  pumping 
stations. 

2.  Water  requirements  for  the  terminals  at  Long  Beach  and  Midland, 
and  for  the  pumping  stations. 

3.  Possible  adverse  environmental  impacts  on  wildlife, 
aesthetics,  and  game  refuges. 

4.  Oil  spill  potential  in  event  of  pipeline  rupture. 

5.  Impact  of  abandonment  of  natural  gas  pipeline  on 
supply  of  natural  gas  to  California. 

6.  Possiblity  of  additional  refineries  in  states  to  be 
crossed  by  pipeline. 
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7.  Possibility  of  tie-ins  to  pipeline  in  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  for  crude  oil  supply. 

8.  Number  and  types  of  alternatives  being  considered. 

9.  Employment  potential  in  states  and  cities  traversed 
by  the  proposed  project. 

A  wide  cross-section  of  groups,  individuals,  private  sector  and 
governmental  agencies  were  notified  in  advance  of  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  public  informational  briefings.  Notices  were  issued 
through  daily  and  weekly  newspapers,  radio  stations,  television 
stations,  and  newsletters  of  organized  groups.   Individual  letters  of 
invitation  were  sent  to  governmental  agencies,  organized  groups, 
legislative  and  Congressional  representatives,  and  city  and  county 
officials. 

More  than  700  press  releases  were  mailed  in  advance  of  each  meeting, 
followed  by  a  second  notice  to  the  press,  and  telephone  calls  to  the 
newspaper,  radio,  and  television  station  in  the  appropriate  city. 
Special  invitational  letters  went  to  308  Federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies  in  Washington,  California,  Arizona,  New  Mexico  and  Texas. 

9. 13   PRELIMINARY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  WORKING  DRAFT  COPIES 

Copies  of  the  working  draft  of  the  first  three  chapters  (Description  of 
the  Proposal,  Description  of  the  Environment,  and  Environmental  Impacts 
of  the  Proposed  Action) ,  along  with  a  preliminary  list  of  mitigating 
measures  and  consultation  and  coordination  contacts,  were  sent  to  the 
following  agencies  on  1   September  1976,  with  requests  for  review  and 
return  of  comments: 


BLM  California  state  Office 

BLM  Arizona  State  Office 

BLM  New  Mexico  State  Office 

BLM  Washington,  Division  of  Lands  and  Realty 

BLM  Washington,  Environmental  Assessment  Office 
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Federal  Power  Commission 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Los  Angeles  District 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Federal  Energy  Administration,  Region  IX 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

California  Resources  Agency 

California  State  Lands  Commission 

California  Coastal  Zone  Conservation  Commission 

California  South  Coast  Regional  Coastal  Commission 

California  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Development  Comm. 

California  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 

Los  Angeles  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

California  Public  Utilities  Commission 

California  Air  Resources  Board 

New  Mexico  Environmental  Improvement  Agency 

Port  of  Long  Beach 

Texas  General  Land  Office 

Texas  State  Office  of  Budget  and  Planning 

Texas  Railroad  Commission 

Sierra  Club 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company 

SOHIO  Transportation  Company 

Informal  comments  received  as  a  result  of  this  distribution  were 
incorporated,  wherever  possible,  in  the  DES.   Copies  of  the  comments 
are  on  file  in  the  BLM  Project  Office  at  Los  Alamitos,  California. 


9.13.1   Supplemental  mailing  of  preliminary  mitigating  measures 

A  supplemental  mailing  was  made  10  September  1976  listing  preliminary 
mitigating  measures  which  are  BLM- proposed,  applicant-committed,  or 
reguired  by  Federal  law.   Recipients  were  the  agencies  listed  in 
Section  9.13  and  below.   Reguests  were  made  to  (1)  identify  measures 
which  each  agency  has  the  legal  authority  to  implement;  (2)  indicate 
willingness  of  agency  to  implement  such  measures;  (3)  indicate 
availability  of  personnel  to  implement;  and  (4)  list  additional 
mitigating  measures  over  which  the  agency  has  authority. 

On  15  April  1977,  most  of  these  governmental  units  were  given  an 
opportunity  to  review  again  the  proposed  and  committed  mitigating 
measures  to  be  listed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  FES.   Transmittal  of  the 
measures  was  made  by  mail  with  a  reguest  to  confirm  or  deny  commitment. 
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On  the  basis  of  the  request,  it  became  possible  to  change  the  listing 
of  many  measures  from  "proposed"  to  "committed." 


U.S.  Department  of  Labor 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
National  Park  Service 
U.S.  Coast  Guard 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Coronado  National  Forest 
California  Department  of  Conservation 
California  Department  of  Water  Resources 
California  Department  of  Transportation 
California  Solid  Waste  Management  Control  Board 
Southern  California  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
Palo  Verde  Irrigation  District 
Arizona  State  Land  Commission 
Arizona  Department  of  Health  Services 
Arizona  Water  Commission 
Arizona  Corporation  Commission 
Arizona  Highway  Division 
New  Mexico  State  Lands  commission 
New  Mexico  Fish  and  Game  Department 
New  Mexico  State  Division  of  Health  ; 
New  Mexico  Water  Quality  Control  Commission 
New  Mexico  Oil  Conservation  Commission 
New  Mexico  Highway  Department 

New  Mexico  Cultural  Properties  Review  Commission 
Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Commission 
Texas  Department  of  Health  Resources 
Texas  Water  Rights  Commission 

Texas  Department  of  Highways  and  Public  Transportation 
Texas  Historical  Commission 
Texas  Air  Control  Board 
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Counties  of: 


Los  Angeles,  California 
San  Bernardino,  California 
Maricopa,  Arizona 
Cochise,  Arizona 
Grant,  New  Mexico 
Lea,  New  Mexico 
El  Paso,  Texas 
Culberson,  Texas 
Midland,  Texas 


Cities  of: 


Long  Beach,  California 
Downey,  California 
Rialto,  California 
Fontana,  California 
Loma  Linda,  California 
South  Gate,  California 
Banning,  California 
Blythe,  California 
Casa  Grande,  Arizona 
Tucson,  Arizona 
Jal,  New  Mexico 
Midland,  Texas 
Pico  Rivera,  California 
Ontario,  California 


Riverside,  California 
Yuma,  Arizona 
Pinal,  Arizona 
Hidalgo,  New  Mexico 
Luna,  New  Mexico 
Dona  Ana,  New  Mexico 
Hudspeth,  Texas 
Winkler,  Texas 
Ector,  Texas 


Compton,  California 
Industry,  California 
Colton,  California 
San  Bernardino,  California 
Redlands,  California 
Beaumont,  California 
Chino,  California 

Phoenix,  Arizona 
Willcox,  Arizona 
Anthony,  New  Mexico 
El  Paso,  Texas 
Pomona,  California 
Lordsburg,  New  Mexico 


9. 1U   COORDINATION  IN  THE  REVIEW  OF  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  was  filed  with  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  on  2<*  November  1976  and  was  distributed  to 
the  Federal,  state,  local  and  private  agencies  listed  in  Table  9.14-1. 


9-32 


Table  9.14-1 
DES  Distribution  and  Comments  Record 


AGENCY 


Distribution 

DES   Summary 


FEDERAL 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Office  of  Land  Use  and  Water  Planning 

Office  of  Water  Research  and  Technology 
Office  of  Oil  and  Gas 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs* 

Phoenix  Area  Office 
Albuquerque  Area  Office 
Northern  Pueblos  Agency 
Sacramento  Area  Office 
Palm  Springs  Area  Field  Office 
Southern  California  Agency 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Liaison  Officer,  Phoenix 
Liaison  Officer,  Austin 
Liaison  Officer,  Albuquerque 

Geological  Survey* 

Western  Region 

Conservation  Division  (Los  Angeles) 

Fish  and  Wildlife* 

Environmental  Coordination  Branch 

Division  of  Ecological  Services 

Arizona  State  District  Office 

Division  of  River  Basin  Studies  (Phoenix) 

Region  2  (Albuquerque) 

Kofa  Game  Range 

National  Park  Service* 

Western  Regional  Office  (San  Francisco) 
Western  Archaeological  Center  (Tucson) 
Southwestern  Regional  Office  (Santa  Fe) 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation* 

Albuquerque  Regional  Office 
San  Francisco  Regional  Office 


♦Asterisks  indicate  that  review  comments  were  received  by  BLM. 
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Table    9.14-1    (Continued) 


AGENCY  Distribution 

DES      Summary 

Bureau  of  Reclamation* 

Mid-Pacific  Region  (Sacramento)  X 

Southwest  Region  (Amarillo)  X 

Lower  Colorado  Region,  (Boulder  City,  NV)  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY* 

Marine  Corps: 

Base  Natural  Resources  Office,  Camp  Pendleton  X 

Office  of  Oceanographer  X 

12th  Naval  District  (San  Diego)  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE* 

Office  of  Field  Operations  X 

Maritime  Administration  X 

Pacific  Northwest  X 

Western  Region  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR* 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  X 
DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Environmental  Affairs  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION* 

Materials  Transportation  Bureau 

Coast  Guard  Districts 

Juneau,  AK  X 

Seattle,  WA  X 

Long  Beach,  CA  X 

San  Francisco,  CA  X 

Federal  Highway  Administration: 

Phoenix,  AZ  X 

San  Francisco,  CA  X 

Santa  Fe,  NM  X 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE* 

Office  of  Environmental  Quality  Activities  x 

Farmers  Home  Administration  X 
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Table  9.14-1  (Continued) 


AGENCY  Distribution 


DES  Summary 


Forest  Service*  X 

Regional  Forester,  San  Francisco  X 

Coronado  National  Forest  X 

Regional  Forester,  Albuquerque  X 

Rural  Electrification  Administration  X 

Soil  Conservation  Service; 

Arizona  X 

New  Mexico  X 

Riverside,  CA  X 

Water  Conservation  Laboratory.  Phoenix,  AZ               X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE* 

Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  X 

Regional  Office,  San  Francisco  X 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT* 

Office  of  Environmental  Planning  X 

Region  IX,  San  Francisco  X 

Los  Angeles  Area  Office  X 

ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION*  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY*  X 

Region  IX,  San  Francisco  X 

Region  X,  Seattle  X 

Reaion  VI,  Dallas  X 

ENERGY  RESEARCH  8  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRATION 

Office  of  Environment  6  Safety  X 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION 

Region  IX,  San  Francisco  X 

Region  X,  Seattle  X 

Federal/State  Liaison  Office,  Austin,  TX  X 

ENERGY  RESOURCES  COUNCIL  X 

FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION*  X 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION 

Office  of  Proceedings  X 

Region  5,  Fort  Worth  X 
Region  6,  San  Francisco 
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Table  9.14-1  (Continued) 


AGENCY 


Distribution 
DES   Summary 


GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

Los  Angeles  Regional  Office 
MARINE  MAMMAL  COMMISSION 


CANADA 

U.S.  Consulate  General,  Vancouver,  B.C. 
Environmental  Protection  Service,  Vancouver,  B.C. 
Canadian  Consulate  General 


STATE 

ALASKA* 

Office  of  the  Governor  X 

Department  of  Natural  Resources  X 

Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  X 

ARIZONA* 

Arizona  Corporation  Commission  X 

Department  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development  X 

Bureau  of  Mines  X 

Department  of  Administration  X 

Department  of  Transportation  X 

Water  Commission  X 

Department  of  Revenue  X 

Environmental  Planning  Commission  X 

State  Lands  Commission  X 

State  Highway  Commission  X 

State  Department  of  Game  and  Fish  X 

Planning  and  Zoning  Commission  X 

Department  of  Health  Services  X 

CALIFORNIA* 

Office  of  Planning  and  Research  X 

Attorney  General  X 

Air  Resources  Board  X 

Public  Utilities  Commission  X 
Coastal  Zone  Conservation  Commission 

(Long  Beach  and  San  Francisco)  X 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (Long  Beach)  X 

Resources  Agency  X 

State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  X 

State  Lands  Commission  X 

Energy  Resources  Conservation  S  Development  Commission  X 

Divisions  of  Mines  S  Geology  X 

Department  of  Conservation  X 

Department  of  Transportation  X 

Department  of  Navigation  and  Ocean  Development  X 

Department  of  Water  Resources  X 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Los  Angeles          x 
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Table  9.1U-1  (Continued) 


AGENCY 


Distribution 
DES  Summary 


NEW  MEXICO* 

State  Planning  Office 

State  Lands  Office 

Environment  Improvement  Agency 

Highway  Department 

Fish  and  Game  Department 

State  and  Interstate  Stream  Commission 


TEXAS 


Office  of  Budget  and  Planning 

Lieutenant  Governor 

Office  of  Federal-State  Relations 

State  Lands  Commission 

Energy  Advisory  Council 

Permian  Basin  Regional  Planning  Office 

Department  of  Highways  and  Public  Transportation 

General  Land  Office 

Department  of  Health  Resources 

Historical  Commission 

Industrial  Commission 

Parks  and  Wildlife  Commission 

Railroad  Commission 

Water  Rights  Commission 

Water  Quality  Board 

Air  Control  Board 

Public  Utilities  Commission 


WASHINGTON* 

Office  of  the  Governor 
State  Energy  Office 

NEW  YORK 

Coastal  Zone  Coordinator 

COUNTY 
CALIFORNIA 


County  Administrator: 

Los  Angeles 

Orange 

Riverside 

San  Bernardino 

San  Diego 

Santa  Barbara 


County  Executive,  Ventura  X 

San  Diego  County  Comprehensive  Planning  Organization  X 

Santa  Barbara  County-Cities  Area  Planning  Council  X 

Energy  Coordinator,  San  Bernardino  X 

Environmental  Center,  San  Luis  Obispo  County  X 
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Table  9.14-1  (Continued) 


AGENCY 


Distribution 
DES   Summary 


Los  Angeles  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

Board  of  Supervisors,  San  Francisco 

ARIZONA 

Administrator,  Pinal  County 

Board  of  Supervisors: 

Graham  County 
Pima  County 

County  Manager: 

Cochise  County 
Maricopa  County 
Yuma  County 

Central  Arizona  Council  of  Governments 
Southeast  Arizona  Governments  Organization 

NEW  MEXICO 

County  Manager: 

Dona  Ana  County 
Grant  County 
Hidalgo  County 
Lea  County 
Luna  County 

Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Eddy  County 
Southeastern  New  Mexico  Economic  Development  District 
Southern  Rio  Grande  Council  of  Governments 
Southwest  New  Mexico  Council  of  Governments 

TEXAS 

Board  of  Commissioners: 

Culberson  County 
Ector  County 
El  Paso  County 
Hudspeth  County 
Midland  County 
Winkler  County 

West  Texas  Council  of  Governments 


CITIES 


CALIFORNIA 

Port  of  Long  Beach  Environmental  Affairs 
City  Administrator,  San  Bernardino 
City  Clerk,  Los  Angeles 
City  Attorney,  Los  Angeles 


9-3! 


Table  9.14-1  (Continued) 


AGENCY 


Distribution 
DES   Summary 


Mayor,  Santa  Barbara 

City  Planning  Commission,  Santa  Barbara 

Planning  Division,  Downey 

City  Manager: 

Banning 

Beaumont 

Blythe 

Chino 

Colton 

Compton 

Downey 

Fontana 

Loma  Linda 

Long  Beach 

Ontario 

Pico  Rivera 

Pomona 

Redlands 

Rialto 

South  Gate 

ARIZONA 

Town  Council,  Ehrenberg 

City  Manager: 

Casa  Grande 

Coolidge 

Phoenix 

Tucson 

Willcox 

NEW  MEXICO 

City  Manager: 

Anthony 
Deming 
Jal 
Lords burg 

TEXAS 

City  Manager: 

El  Paso 
Midland 


X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
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PRIVATE  ORGANI ZATIONS/INDI VIDUALS 


Southern  California  Air  Pollution 

Control  District,  El  Monte,  CA  X 

California  Native  Plant  Association  X 

League  of  Women  Voters,  San  Luis  Obispo  X 

Morro  Bay  Audubon  Society  X 

Santa  Lucia  Sierra  Club  X 
Sierra  Club: 

Los  Angeles  X 

Southwest  Representative  X 

Grand  Canyon  Chapter  X 

National  Headquarters  X 
Friends  of  the  Earth: 

San  Francisco,  CA  X 

Manhattan  Beach,  CA  X 

Seattle,  WA  X 

Maricopa  Audubon  Society  X 

Tucson  Audubon  Society  X 
Defenders  of  Wildlife 
Tucson  Environmental  Committee 
Environmental  Council  of  Arizona 

Nature  Conservancy  X 

Arizona  Wildlife  Federation  X 

Arizona  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Society  X 

Arizona  Archaeological  Soc. ,  Inc.  X 
Arizona  Environmental  Education  Council,  Inc. 

Southern  Arizona  Environmental  Council  X 
University  of  Arizona,  Office  of  Arid  Land  Studies 

Colorado  River  Indian  Tribes  X 
Southern  Pacific  Pipelines,  Inc. 

Sergent,  Hauskins,  Bechwith,  Engrs.  X 
New  Mexico  Oil  5  Gas  Association 
New  Mexico  Conservation  6  Coordination  Council 

City  of  Midland  Energy,  Inc.  X 
El  Paso  Electric  Company 

Mitre  Corporation  X 

Clean  Sound  Cooperative  X 

Olympia  Peninsula  Audubon  Society  X 

League  of  Women  Voters,  Port  Angeles  X 

Burrard  Clean  of  Vancouver,  B.C.  X 

Environmental  Protection  Service,  West  Vancouver,  B.C.  X 

Trans  Mountain  P/L  Co.  X 
British  Columbia  Petroleum  Assoc. 

California  Office  of  Indian  Legal  Services  X 

Southern  California  Association  of  Governments  X 

Arizona  Sunset,  Quartzsite,  AZ  X 

Kadison,  Pfaelzer,  Los  Angeles  X 

Science  Applications,  Inc.  X 
Mechanics  Research,  Inc. 

Engineering  Decision  Anal.  X 

Rutger's  University  Law  School  X 
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PRIVATE  ORGANIZATIONS/INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 

Shell  oil  Company,  Houston  X 

Technical  Associates,  Inc.  X 

Mathematical  Sciences  NW,  Inc.  X 

Truitt,  Fabrihant,  Bucklin,  Lenzner,  Washington,  DC  X 

Debevoise  S  Liberman,  Washington,  DC  X 
Lion  Oil  Company,  Los  Angeles  X 

Aerospace  Corporation,  Los  Angeles  X 

Southern  California  Edison  Co.  X 
Environmental  Science  6  Engineering,  Los  Angeles  X 

Lane  Magazine  &   Book  Co. ,  Menlo  Park,  CA  X 

Orange  County  Evening  News,  Garden  Grove,  CA  X 

Southern  Pacific  Pipelines,  Los  Angeles  X 

Powerline  Oil  Company,  Santa  Fe  Springs,  CA  X 

Pipeline  &  Gas  Journal,  Dallas,  TX  X 

Tucson  Cactus  &  Botanical  Society,  Oracle,  AZ  X 

British  Petroleum  Alaska,  Inc.,  Anchorage,  AK  X 
PACE,  Long  Beach,  CA  X 

CBS  News,  Los  Angeles  X 

Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.,  Cambridge,  MA  X 

Mobil  Oil  Corporation,  Ferndale,  WA  X 
Daniel,  Mann,  Johnson  &  Mendenhall,  Los  Angeles  X 

Woodward-Clyde,  Consultants,  San  Francisco  X 

Lawrence  Livermore  Laboratory,  Livermore,  CA  X 

Mobil  Oil  Corporation,  Denver,  CO  X 
Forbes  Magazine,  Beverly  Hills,  CA  X 

Newsweek,  Los  Angeles  X 

Dun's,  Costa  Mesa,  CA  X 

Superports,  of  California,  Concord,  CA  X 

Western  Oil  6  Gas  Assn.,  Los  Angeles  X 

Kaiser  Industries,  Sacramento,  CA  X 

Engineering  Science,  Arcadia,  CA  X 
City  News  Service,  Los  Angeles  X 

Environmental  Feasibility  Sta.,  Los  Angeles  X 

Spencer-Roberts  Assoc. ,  Long  Beach,  CA  X 

Williams  Brothers  Engineering  Co.,  Tulsa,  OK  X 

Casa  Grande  Dispatch,  Casa  Grande,  AZ  X 

USC  Sea  Grant  Marine  Advis.  Program,  Wilmington,  CA  X 

Southern  California  Gas  Co.,  Los  Angeles  X 

Western  Oil  5  Gas  Assoc,  Los  Angeles  X 
California  Gas  Producers,  Los  Angeles  X 

Winzler  5  Kelly,  Piedmont,  CA  X 

Holmes  &  Narver,  Anaheim,  CA  X 

Exxon  Company,  Los  Angeles  X 

Lockheed  Marine  Biology  Laboratory,  Carlsbad,  CA  X 

Atlantic  Richfield  Corp. ,  Los  Angeles  X 

Equitable  Environmental  Health,  Inc.,  Woodbury,  NY  X 

Liddell,  Sapp,  Zivley  &  Brown,  Houston,  TX  X 
KING  TV,  Seattle,  WA  X 

Cleveland  Plain  Dealer,  Cleveland,  OH  X 

Long  Beach  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  X 
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DEPOSITORY  LIBRARIES 


ALASKA 

State  Law  Library,  Alaska  Court  System 
Alaska  Department  of  Education  Library 
University  of  Alaska,  Anchorage 


CALIFORNIA 


Occidental  College  (Los  Angeles) 
Pepper dine  University 
California  State  College 
California  State  Library 
California  State  University: 

Fullerton 

Long  Beach 

Los  Angeles 

Sacramento  (Science  S  Tech.  Dept.) 
University  of  California: 

Los  Angeles 

Riverside 

Santa  Barbara 

Berkeley 
University  of  Redlands 
University  of  Southern  California 
Los  Angeles  County  Law  Library 
Orange  County  Law  Library 
San  Bernardino  County  Free  Library 
Ventura  County  Library 
Anaheim  Public  Library 
Long  Beach  Public  Library 
Los  Angeles  Public  Library 
Loyola  University  Law  Library 
Riverside  Public  Library 

a 
Rosemead  Library 
San  Bernardino  Public  Library 
San  Luis  Obispo  City- County  Library 
Santa  Ana  Public  Library 

a 
Santa  Barbara  Public  Library 


X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


ARIZONA 

University  of  Arizona  Library, 

Department  of  Physics 
Phoenix  Public  Library 
Tucson  Public  Library 
Yuma  City-County  Library 


Not  an  official  depository. 
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NEW  MEXICO 

New  Mexico  Junior  College,  Hobbs  X 

New  Mexico  State  Library  X 

New  Mexico  State  University  Library  X 

New  Mexico  Supreme  Court  Law  Library  X 

University  of  New  Mexico  X 

Western  New  Mexico  University  X 

TEXAS 

Angelo  State  University  (Texas)  X 

University  of  Texas,  El  Paso  X 

Texas  Tech  University,  Lubbock  X 

Texas  State  Law  Library  X 

Texas  State  Library  X 

University  of  Texas  Law  Library,  Austin  X 

OKLAHOMA 

a 

East  Central  University,  Ada,  OK  X 


9. 15   DES  AVAILABILITY 

Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  appeared  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  24  November  1976.   The  review  period  began  on 
the  date  the  notice  appeared. 

One  thousand  copies  of  the  DES  and  3,000  copies  of  the  Executive 
Summary  were  printed.   A  copy  of  the  Executive  Summary  was  included 
with  each  DES,  and,  in  addition,  1,800  copies  of  the  Summary  were 
distributed  separately. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  were  available  for 
inspection  at  the  following  locations: 


Office  of  Public  Affairs,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Interior  Building,  18th  and  C  Streets,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 
Telephone:   (202)  343-5717 
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Public  Affairs  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  E-2853,  2800  Cottage  Way,  Sacramento,  California  95825 

Telephone:   (916)  484-4724 

Public  Affairs  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2100  Valley  Bank  Center,  230  N.  First  Ave,  Phoenix,  Arizona  8  5073 

Telephone:   (602)  261-3831 

Public  Affairs  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  2220,  U.S.  Post  Office  and  Federal  Building 
South  Federal  Place,  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87501 
Telephone:   (505)  988-6243 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Los  Angeles  District 

Library,  Room  6650,  300  N.  Los  Angeles  St.,  Los  Angeles  90053 

Telephone:   (213)  688-5405 

Office  of  Public  Information,  Federal  Power  Commission 
Room  1000,  825  N.  Capitol  Street 
Washington,  D.  C.  20426 
Telephone  (202)  275-4006 

Environmental  Affairs  Office,  Port  of  Long  Beach 
6th  Floor,  Long  Beach  Harbor  Administrator  Building 
925  Harbor  Plaza,  Long  Beach,  California  90801 
Telephone:   (213)  437-0041 

Public  Affairs  Office,  Bureau  Of  Land  Management 
Building  55,  Los  Alamitos  Naval  Air  Station 
Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 
Telephone:   (213)   431-2592 

A  limited  number  of  single  copies  were  available  and  could  be 

obtained  by  writing  to: 

Public  Affairs  office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 

Public  Affairs  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2400  Valley  Bank  Center 
230  N.  First  Avenue 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85073 

Public  Affairs  office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  2220,  U.S.  Post  Office  and  Federal  Building 

South  Federal  Place 

Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87501 

9.16   ORAL  TESTIMONY  RECEIVED  AT  HEARINGS 


The  schedule  of  public  hearings  also  appeared  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  24  November  1976. 
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Public  hearings  were  held  in  Long  Beach,  Los  Angeles,  and  Blythe, 
California;  Midland  and  El  Paso,  Texas;  Phoenix,  Arizona;  Albuquerque, 
New  Mexico;  and  Seattle,  Washington,  during  the  period  4  January  to  7 
January  1977.   The  hearings  were  held  for  the  express  purpose  of 
receiving  views,  comments,  and  suggestions  from  anyone.   At  the 
conclusion  of  comments  of  each  witness,  members  of  the  hearing  panel 
asked  questions  in  the  interest  of  clarifying  testimony. 

Three  hundred  fifty  people  attended  the  eight  public  hearings.   Fifty- 
seven  speakers  offered  oral  statements  which  were  transcribed  by  a 
reporting  service  in  each  location.   The  transcripts  totaled  382  pages 
including  the  written  statements.   A  complete  transcript  of  each  public 
hearing,  including  the  written  comments,  is  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  California  State  Office,  Sacramento,  California. 
Transcripts  and  written  statements  were  forwarded  to  appropriate 
technical  analysts  for  consideration  and/or  inclusion  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Statement. 

Administrative  Law  Judges  William  J.  Truswell  and  E.  Kendall  Clarke, 
from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals, 
conducted  the  hearings.   A  panel  of  officials  representing  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  received  the  testimony. 

Themes  noted  in  the  statements  made  at  the  public  hearings  include: 

1.   Concern  about  oil  spills  in  the  terminal  area  and  pipeline 
spills  or  leaks  that  would  pollute  groundwater  and/or  endanger 
wildlife,  particularly  if  oil  entered  the  water  at  stream 
crossings. 
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2.  The  effect  of  the  pipeline  and  ancillary  constructions  on 
wildlife  conservation,  especially  in  the  Kofa  Game  Range  area. 

3.  Damage  to  aesthetic  values  by  transmission  lines. 

4.  Opposition  to  a  terminal  in  the  central  California  coast. 

5.  Apprehension  about  the  increased  ship  traffic  inside  the  Santa 
Barbara  Channel  or  outside  the  Channel  Islands. 

The  following  persons  submitted  testimony  at  the  eight  public  hearings: 


Long  Beach,  California 


James  Tatum 
Richard  Sayers 
C.  Freeman  Allen 
Jay  B.  White 
Robert  G.  Ward 
V.  Faure  Rilliet 
Bob  McHale 
Roy  Darrce 
Stephen  Miljevich 
Admiral  R.I.  Price 
Frank  H.  Arundel 


Don  May 

Gilbert  H.  Bishop 

Prabhu  Nam  Singh 

Kurt  Kupper 

Charles  P.  Slocombe 

Gregory  Smith 

Ray  Pellatin 

Richard  Jacobsen 

Joe  Valenci 

S.D.  "Tex"  Williams 

H.  Douglas  Lemons 


Phoenix,  Arizona 


Oreme  Lewis,  Jr. 
Frank  Sherer 
Governor  Raul  Castro 
Kevin  Dahl 
Bradley  Vandermark 
Harry  Braun 
Ernest  Garfield 


T.w.  Heligoss 
Louis  Barassi 
Jim  Begley 
George  Schade 
Marsha  Cosentino 
Jim  Rivers 
Brian  Evans 


Roger  Holt 
Alvin  C.  Askew 
Frank  T.  Slaton 
Larry  Espinosa 
James  Kutz 


Los  Angeles,  California 


Jack  Forrest 
Jeannette  M.  Finch 
Edward  E.  Butler 
Arthur  Br a slow 


John  F.    O'Leary 


Albuguergue,    New  Mexico 
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Eloise  Kail en 
Norma  Turner 


Seattle,  Washington 


William  A.  Brewer 
Keith  Sherman 


Ed  Thompson 
Ned  Brooks 


Gary  A.  Bryce 
Gerald  D.  Smith 


Midland,  Texas 


Blvthe,  California 


Sue  Bartow 
Joe  Ventura 
Jess  Daffron,  Jr. 


El  Paso,  Texas 


David  F.  Mackie 
Bob  Armstrong 
John  Colburn 


9.16.1   Specific  comments  and  responses  excerpted  from  oral  testimony 

The  following  comments  are  those  presented  by  speakers  at  the  various 
hearings  which  directly  related  to  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  and  which  were  not  testimony  supplied  by  the  speaker.   Responses 
to  all  written  comments  on  the  DES,  either  received  at  the  hearings  or 
through  the  mail,  can  be  found  following  the  various  letters  printed  in  this 
volume. 

1.   Marsha  Consenting,  Phoenix  hearing 

Comment:   "Additionally,  I  feel  the  discussion  on  railroads  is 
extremely  weak  [in  Chapter  8].   As  a  matter  of  fact,  there's  very 
little  time  devoted  to  that  in  the  document." 

Response:   The  discussion  of  the  alternative  to  utilize  railroad 
shipment  of  oil  has  been  revised  and  expanded  in  Section  8.3  of  the 

FES. 
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2.  Jeanette  Finch,  Creative  Educational  Center.  Los  Angeles  hearing. 

Comment:   "The  data  I  have  are  revelant  to  the  proposed  pump 
station  in  San  Timoteo  Canyon  Road  in  Redlands. 

The  report  indicated  that  Smiley  School  was  the  nearest  school 
which  is  a  mile  away.   We  are  relatively  new  and  perhaps  that  is 
why  we  didn't  get  considered  in  the  report. 

Creative  Educational  Center  is  approximately  three-tenths;  maybe  a 
little  bit  less  than  three-tenths  of  a  mile  from  the  proposed  pump 
site." 

Response:   Section  3.1.11.2.1  has  been  revised  to  include  this 
school  in  the  identification  of  potential  noise  impacts.   A 
proposed  mitigating  measure  has  been  included  in  Section  4.3.3  for 
landscaping  of  the  proposed  pump  station  to  reduce  visual  and  noise 
impacts. 

3.  William  A.  Brewer.  Director  Washington  Research  Center,  Chairman  of 
Pacific  Oil  and  Ports  Group.  Seattle  hearing. 

Comment:   "In  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  a  reference  was 
made  to  segregated  ballast,  and  particularly  a  proposal  by  BLM  to 
use  segregated  ballast  as  a  mitigating  measure  for  the  introduction 
of  air  pollution  in  the  Long  Beach  area.   The  implication  in  the 
EIS  is  that  BLM  would  be  satisfied  with  partial  segregated  ballast 
capacity.   That  is  something  less  than  full  segregated  ballast  on 
the  SOHIO  tankers  utilizing  this  facility.  ...   I  will  state  that 
the  Pacific  Oil  and  Ports  Group  has  done  the  staff  work  for  this 
statement  and  also  believes  that  this  would  be  a  very  desireable 
feature  for  any  federal  agency  to  adopt  in  dealing  with  the 
unloading  of  crude  at  any  West  Coast  port." 
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Response:   A  requirement  for  fully  segregated  ballast  has  been 
added  in  Section  <».2.2  of  the  FES. 

U.   Keith  Sherman,  Director  Washington  State  Energy  Office,  Seattle 
hearing 

Comment:   ".  .  .  on  Page  8-27  [of  the  DES  ],  the  first  paragraph, 
you  mentioned  the  law  pertaining  to  our  restriction  on  tanker 
movements  in  Washington  State's  waters,  and  you  say  that  we  do  have 
a  law.   In  fact,  we  do.   The  law  has  been  found  unconstitutional  by 
a  district  court,  and  the  decision  rendered  by  that  court  is  now  on 
appeal  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court.  .  .  .  the  law  is,  in  fact,  being 
enforced  today  and  will  be  enforced  until  a  final  decision  out  of 
the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court.   That  particular  paragraph  in  the 
statement  is  a  little  bit  incorrect,  a  little  bit  inaccurate." 

Response:   The  mention  of  the  Washington  State  law  has  been 
qualified  in  Section  8.2.2.1  of  the  FES  to  state  that  the  law  is 
currently  under  judicial  appeal. 

Comment:   "On  Page  8-29,  the  second  paragraph,  there  is  a  reference 
made  to  Nisqually  Flats  and  Tacoma  Narrows  as  being  in  the  Upper 
Puget  Sound.   Those  of  us  who  live  in  the  area  would  take  slight 
issue  with  that.   They  are  in  the  Lower  Puget  Sound,  a  very  minor 
point . " 

Response:   This  statement  has  been  corrected  in  the  FES. 

Comment:   "On  Page  8-35,  the  last  line,  the  Northern  Tier  proposal 
calls  for  —  the  statement  in  the  document  says  that  the  Northern 
Tier  Pipeline  will  transit  Fort  Lewis  or  part  of  Fort  Lewis, 
Washington,  and  that's  incorrect.   The  proposal  provides  for 
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completely  missing  the  Fort  Lewis  military  reservation.   It  will  be 
outside  the  Fort  Lewis  property,  and  east,  I  think,  to  correct." 

Response:   Reference  to  Fort  Lewis  has  been  deleted  in  Section 
8.2.3.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment:   "On  Page  3-38,  the  North  Central  line  corridor  proposal, 
which  initially  provided  for  a  pipeline  from  somewhere  in  the 
Northwest  to  Chadron,  Nebraska,  is  mentioned  as  one  of  the 
alternatives.   It  possibly  could  still  be  considered  an 
alternative;  but  as  far  as  this  part  of  the  country  is  concerned, 
it  is  no  longer  what  we  consider  a  viable  proposal.   In  any  event, 
there  is  no  application  or  indication  on  the  part  of  SOHIO,  the 
Burlington  Northern,  or  anyone  else,  that  that  proposal  will,  in 
fact,  be  followed  through  on." 

Response:   Discussion  of  this  route  was  retained  as  a  possible 
alternative  in  Section  8.2.H.1  of  the  FES. 

5.   John  Colburn,  Sierra  Club,  El  Paso  hearing 

Comment:   "We  are  unable  to  determine  from  the  EIS  exactly  how 
close  the  pumping  station  is  to  the  [ Hueco  Tanks  State  ]  park,  other 
than  the  foreground  visibility  zone  as  stated  on  Page  No.  4-*»6.   It 
is  stated  on  Page  No.  3-309  that  pump  station  noise  will  be 
annoying  up  to  3,000  feet  away  and  farther  in  areas  of  low 
background  noise.   If  the  pump  station  is  this  close  to  the  park, 
the  noise  level  would  be  even  more  annoying  in  a  park  setting  and 
another  reason  for  moving  the  pump  station. " 

Response:   The  distance  of  the  El  Paso  Pump  Station  from  Hueco 
Tanks  State  Park  has  been  clarified  in  Section  3.1.10.3  of  the  FES 
(approximately  1.5  miles).   No  noise  impacts  were  identified  for 
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this  station  due  to  the  distance  from  the  Park.   A  mitigating 
measure  is  proposed  in  Section  4.3.6  to  move  the  station  1  mile 
west  to  reduce  visual  impacts. 

Draft  statements  were  also  mailed  to  various  congressmen,  state 
legislators  and  individuals  in  the  affected  states,  as  requested. 

9. 17   COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  RESPONSES 

A  total  of  120  letters  and  written  testimonies  were  received  during  the 
review  period  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  and  at  the  public 
hearings  of  the  DES.   Comments  were  received  from  27  Federal,  19  state, 
and  9  local  governmental  agencies,  26  private  organizations  and  groups, 
and  39  individuals.   Some  agencies  and  individuals  submitted  more  than 
one  letter. 

Comments  in  65  letters  or  written  testimonies  raised  substantial 
questions  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement. 
These  comments  have  been  marked  and  numbered  in  the  letters  printed  in 
the  following  sections.   Itemized  responses  to  these  comments  are 
presently  following  each  letter.   The  remaining  55  letters  or  written 
textimonies  expressed  general  opinions  about  the  project  rather  than 
specific  comments  on  the  adequacy  of  the  DES.   These  are  printed  in  the 
following  section  without  responses. 

In  some  cases  letters  contained  introductory  or  concluding  statements 
reiterating  specific  comments  contained  within  the  body  of  the  letter. 
Such  redundant  comments  were  not  responded  to.   Also,  several  letters 
contained  comments  on  the  Executive  Summary  of  the  DES.   Although  these 
comments  were  considered  in  the  finalized  Executive  Summary,  this 
document  is  not  considered  a  formal  part  of  the  Final  Environmental 
Statement  and  thus,  the  comments  were  not  responded  to. 
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Questions  and  comments  were  received  on  virtually  all  sections  of  the 
DES.   Those  topics  discussed  frequently  in  the  letters  included:   air 
quality  impacts  in  the  Los  Angeles  Air  Shed,  at  Midland,  and  at  Valdez; 
the  supply  of  natural  gas  to  California;  the  risk  of  tanker  accident 
and  oil  spills  in  Prince  William  Sound  and  Southern  and  Central 
California  coastal  areas;  impacts  of  pump  stations  and  power  lines; 
alternatives,  especially  those  involving  no  pipeline  construction  from 
the  West  Coast;  and  earthquake  hazards. 

Many  letters  and  written  testimonies  were  received  from  agencies, 
organizations,  and  individuals  in  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach  area  and 
Texas  expressing  general  support  for  the  project  largely  due  to 
economic  reasons.   Several  letters  from  the  Long  Beach  area  expressed 
disapproval  of  the  project  because  of  environmental  reasons.   Many 
letters  were  received  from  Central  California  residents  expressing 
opposition  to  any  alternative  port  location  along  the  Central 
California  Coast.   Several  letters  were  received  from  Arizona  residents 
indicating  both  support  and  opposition  to  the  proposed  pipeline. 

Approximately  <*50  pages  of  specific  comments  were  received  from  the 
applicant  (SOHIO)  and  the  applicant's  consultant (Williams  Brothers 
Engineering  Company) .   Only  the  introductory  letter  is  printed  in  the 
following  section.   Itemized  responses  were  not  prepared  for  these 
comments.   Many  of  these  comments  supplied,  corrected,  or  updated 
specific  technical  material  or  data  which  was  incorporated  into 
Chapter  1  of  the  FES.   Most  of  the  remaining  comments  pointed  out  text 
errors  or  dealt  with  impact  analyses  as  they  related  to  more  recent 
project  data  or  information,  such  as  route  alignment,  location  of  pump 
stations,  location  of  check  valves,  etc.   Many  of  the  suggested  changes 
based  on  refinements  of  the  project  design  in  engineering  or  more 
recent  or  relevent  data  were  incorporated  into  the  FES  analysis. 
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A  number  of  concerns  and  comments  of  the  applicant  dealt  with 
mitigating  measures.   Chapter  t  of  the  FES  has  been  substantially 
revised  and  several  proposed  mitigating  measures  have  now  been 
committed  or  have  been  deleted  based  on  subseguent  communications  with 
the  applicant  and  concerned  agencies. 
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9.17.1      Federal   Governmental   Units 


W 


RESPONSE 


January  7,  1977 


a$ 


Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation 
1522  K  Sircer    NW 
Wishintion.D.C    20005 


Mr.  Ed  Hat try 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Federal  Office  Building 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramonto,  California   9 


Dear  Mr.  Haetey: 

Thla  la  In  response  to  your  request  of  November  22,  1976  for  contents 
on  the  draft  environmental  statement  (DES)  for  Che  crude  oil  trans- 
portation system  from  Valdet,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas. 

I  Pursuant  to  Its  responsibilities  under  Section  102  (2) (C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  the  Council  has  determined 
that  this  DES  Is  Incomplete  because  It  does  not  demonstrate  compliance 
with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966 
(16  U.S.C.  470f,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320)  nor  Executive  Order  11593, 
"Protection  and  Enhancement  of  the  Cultural  Environment"  of  May  13,  1971, 
with  regard  to  this  proposal. 

Hovever,  the  Council  notes  that  the  Bureau  of  land  Management  (BLM) 
Is  aware  of  Its  responsibilities  for  compliance  with  these  requirements. 
Therefore,  if  this  trsnsportstlon  route  is  approved  the  Council  looks 
forward  to  working  with  BLM  In  accordance  with  the  "Procedures  for  the 
Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties"  (36  C.P.R.  Part  800)  as 
spproprlate. 


Comment    #1 


As  discussed  in  Section  4 
lowing  the  completion  of^ 
source  surveys  the  identi 
sources  shall  be  evaluate 
the  National  Register  of 
Places  criteria  as  set  fo 
800.  Following  this  eval 
sultation  with  each  of  th 
State  Historic  Preservati 
shall  be  initiated.  Base 
consultation,  mitigation 
be  developed  for  review  b 
Advisory  Council  on  Histo 
Preservation, 


.2.8,    fol- 

cultural   re- 

fied   re- 

d   in   terms  of 

Historic 

rth   in  36   CFR 

uation,    con- 

e   affected 

on  Officers 

d   on   the 

plans   shall 

y  the 

ric 


~Loula  W.   Wall 
Aaalatant  Director,  Office 
of  Revlev  and  Compliance 


Tbt  Council  ii  ..  mJrpnUmt  unit    if  tbr  Ettculnt  Si*ncb  of  tbt  FrJertl  Goitmmtnt  <'*<t'i  by  tbt  Act  of 
Ottobtr  M    »•«*  toUfitt  tbt  fttnirnl UliCoKfrntl*  ibt  fitU  of  Hiltonc  Prttttwltcm. 


Ju> 


?A  ^ 


«W*T1 


DEPARTMtNT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
NCTON   O  C   ZO?50 


cov.' 


HlSWO* 


l?,„ 


Mr.  Kenneth  F.  Plumb 
Secretary 

Federal  Power  Comaiasion 
Washington,  D.C.  20U26 

Dear  Mr.  Plumb: 

We  have  had  the  draft  environmental  statement  for  the  Crude 
011  Transportation  System:     Valdez,  Alaska,   to  Midland.   Texas, 
reviewed  In  the  relevant  ag'enclea  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture,  and  ccaanenta  from  Agricultural  Research  Service  and 
Boil  Conservation  Service,  both  agencies  of  the  Department, 
are  enclosed.     Forest  Service,   also  an  agency  of  the  Department, 
.  will  comnunicate  with  you  directly  if  It  hafl  any  comments. 
Sincerely, 


^^L^.d^-,  u 


HKRETT  DECK 
Coordinator 
Office  of  Environmental  Quality  Activities 

2  Enclosures 


AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Statement  -  Crude  Oil  Tr 
System:   ValchTH  Alaska,  to  Midland,  Texna 


m3P 

\-\<i -JioniT.il.    rhl.s  D 
prepared  kt    i    neni 

aildr.  ■  i-.il: 


Environmental  Stntpmont  nppr.it 
id  all  of  the  potential  hazards 


Section  5.12.4 
proposal.  It 
be  temporarily 
provided  aoffle 


«aarlio«  the  agricultural  acreage  affected  by  thla 
taced  that  Irrigated  and  dryland  farming  would  only 
ected  by  the  soil  disturbance.   Thla  la  probably  true 
lderatlon  is  given  to  backfilling  the  trenches  ao  that 


no  unproductive  material  occurs  at  the  surface.   Elsewhere  in  the  document. 
It  la  stated  that  a  system  of  double  trenching  will  be  used  to  Insure 
no  permanent  hazard  to  the  productivity  of  the  disturbed  area.   The 
permanent  loss  of  acreage  to  grazing  due  to  the  permanent  right-of-way 
does  not  seem  unreasonable. 


It  is  impo 
the  pipeline 


Chi 


the  lln 
r  that 


it  could  be  affected  by 


I  In  connection  with  the  cultivated  land 
be  well  marked.   Even  though  the  depth  _. 
disturbed  by  normal  agricultural  operatlo 
Installation  of  tile  llnea  or  drainage  dl 

Consideration  has  been  given  to  eroalon  control  during  the  construction 
process  and  the  poat-conatructlon  period.   If  carried  out  aa  indicated 
no  significant  adverse  effecta  should  occur.   In  general,  the  cleanup 
and  restoration  procedures  proposed  for  the  disturbed  areas  seem  adequate, 

I  It  la  difficult  to  assess  the  agricultural  Impact  of  potential  air 
pollution.   If  ambient  atandards  are  rarely  exceeded  under  the  proposed 
normal  operations,  there  ahould  be  little  significant  effect.   Under 
abnormal  condltlona  (epllle.  etc.)  where  standards  are  exceeded,  there 
could  be  some  vegetative  damage  In  the  vicinity. 

The  major  area  of  concern  here  deals  with  problems  related  to  possible 
leakages.   Losses  resulting  from  leakages  could  be  great,  with  a  signifi- 
cant Impact  on  both  eurface  and  ground  waters  (Sections  5.5.2  and  5  5  3) 
in  addition.  It  la  possible  that  significant  areas  of  soil  can  be  contami- 
nated for  long  perloda  of  time.   Biological  degradation  of  oil  In  the 
soil  Is  very  slow.   Cleanup  of  contaminated  water  Is  very  difficult.   We 
cannot  evaluate  the  detection  systems  available  nor  the  contingency  proce- 
dure to  be  adopted  In  case  of  a  spill  or  leakage,  but  we  strongly  urge 
that  careful  consideration  be  given  to  an  evaluation  of  both. 


I. 


•GEIVED 

JAN  2?  1977     ' ' 
■name. ik!  :ni.-ra 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSCRVATtON  SERVICE  

■»*fiMften,D.C.I02SO 


We  have  reviewed  the  above  subject  statement  submitted  to  us  with 
your  memorandum  of  December  22,  1976,  and  have  the  following  comments. 

In  general,  we  agree  that  the  movement  of  North  Slope  oil  to  deficit 
regions  Is  Important.   A  dependable  supply  of  petroleum  products  for 
farmers  In  the  Midwest  will  be  required  for  sustained  agricultural 
production  at  current  levels. 

Overall,  the  statement  Is  very  comprehensive,  but  somewhat  Inconsistent 
and  repetitious.  We  are  concerned  that  Impacts  on  prime  farmland,  even 
though  the  amount  In  the  project  Is  limited,  should  be  mentioned. 

Additional  specific  comments  are  as  follows: 

1flPage3~38,  line  15-   There  Is  question  about  the  meaning  of  the 
3|words  "800  acres  of  soil  with  Its  35  percent  salt  content  water." 
■Very  few  plant  species  survive  when  soil  water  contains  more  than 
■  15  percent  salt. 

I  The  discussion  assumes  that  seawater  (3.5  percent  salt)  would  be 
used  for  the  test.   One  possibility  considered  was  to  use  fresh- 
water (pages  1-111,  1-112,  and  3"35l),  although  the  mitigating 
measure  #3  on  page  ft-50  considers  taking  water  from  San  Pedro  Bay. 
Additionally,  If  seawater  was  discharged  on  soils  with  typical 
precipitation  for  the  area,  revcgetatlon  would  probably  not 
occur  for  decades,  rather  than  two  to  five  years. 


Page  3~39,  line  1.   The  salt  concentration  of  5,000  mg/1  appears 
high  for  freshwater  after  flowing  through  the  used  gasl Ine. 


■1 

31  Pa9e   3-52,    line  5-      The  reference  Chen  et  at ,    1976  was  not   found 

6  |on  pages  3*It01   or   3-402. 

4  ■  Page  3-259,    line  3.      We  feel    that   the  statement  would  be   Improved 

7  Iby  changing   the  phrase   to  read  "lateral   movement  would  probably 
■  occur." 


5*Poyc    4-4,    Item  4.1.4.2.      We    feel     It    Is    unlikely    that   a    silt    screen 
8     Swill   be  used    In  the  Colorado  River,   especially,    In   light  of   the 
(discussion    In  paragraph  four  on  page   5-9. 

Q&Jf>«ge  8-2.      The  map  shows 
*    Jof   their  true    location. 

1ft7 ^Attachment   1,   pages  86  and  87.     We   feel    the  statement  would   be 
»"    1  Improved    If  these  *i?os  also  showed   the  project    location. 


5^/V, /cwwn*^ — 


Acting 


old  L.  lanrnan 
Acting  Director 
Environmental   Services  Division 


*y 


RESPONSE 

Comment    #1 

Aboveground  markers    (posts)    would   be 
installed    and  maintained   at    intervals 
along    the    line  where   there    is   danger 
of   interference  by  unassociated   exca- 
vation or   agricultural   activities. 

Comment    #2 

Comment   was  noted   but   no    text   change 
was   believed    to  be  needed. 


Comments   #3,    #4   and   #5 


Since   the 
has   releas 
drostatic 
use   of   fre 
water .      Se 
Following 
sion  of   th 
Section   3. 
Test    Water 
ingly. 

Comment   #6 


draft    was   prepared,    SOHIO 
ed   a  more   comprehensive  hy- 
test    plan   that    anticipates 
shwater   rather    than   sea- 
e    Section    1.2.3.2,    Actions 
Construction,    for   a  discus- 
e  hydrostatic    test    plan. 
1.4.2.1,    under   Hydrostatic 
,    has   been   revised   accord- 


Comment   #7 

The   text   was   changed    to   reflect   this 
comment   in   Section   3.1.8.2.2,    under 
Operations    (Aquatic) . 

Comment   #8 

This  mitigating  measure   has  been  dele- 
ted. 

Comment   #9 

Any  planimetric  map  of   such  a   large 
portion  of   the  earth's   surface    is   dis- 
torted;   if   longitudinal    lines  were   de- 
picted,   they  would   be   concave   east- 
ward . 

Comment   #10 

Comment   was   considered   but   no  map 
changes   were  believed    to   be  necessary, 


The   reference  has  been   added    to    the 
FES. 
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ri>  St*  rr  i   IH-ihimini   i  ■'    AOMICULTURC 
POMCST  SCMVICK 

CORONADO  NATIONAL  FOREST 
Federal  Building 
301  West  Congress 
Tucson,  AZ  6S701 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


8<410 
JAN  |  I 


Project  Manager 

S0HI0  EIS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamltos,  CA  90702 


Sections    3.1.12.1,    Arizona,    and 
3.1.12.3,    Arizona,   have  been  changed 
to   reflect   this   comment. 


The  Coronado  National  Forest  is  affected  by  about  .7  of  a  mile 
of  existing  30"  pipeline  in  the  Winchester  Mountains.   This  line 
is  located  in  Section  12,  T13S,  R22E,  Cochise  County,  Arizona. 

I  The  draft  statement  does  not  indicate  any  actual  work  -till  be  needed 
on  this  part  of  the  pipeline.  The  District  Ranger  at  Safford,  Ari- 
zona, should  be  contacted  in  advance,  if  any  work  becomes  necessary 
on  this  portion  of  the  pipeline.   The  stipulations  with  the  right-of- 
way  to  El  Paso  will  need  to  be  followed  for  any  work  on  the  Forest 
portion  of  the  pipeline. 

Our  itema  of  concern  are: 


Wat 


ihed  restoratii 
eeding. 


of  disturbance  by  draining  and  : 


Protect  io: 
New  acces 
Vegetativ 


of  other  improvements, 
routes  to  the  pipelin* 
removal  and  borrow  art 

f   we  can  be  of  further 


such  as  fences 


K.  R.  WEISSENB0RN 
Forest  Supervisor 


P.O.  Box  2417 

Washington.  DC   20013 


Mr.  Charles  Tulloss 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

EIS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California       90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental   Statement  for  a  crude 
oil    transportation  system  from  Valdez,  Alaska,   to  Midland,  Texas, 
as  proposed  by  the  S0HI0  Transportation  Company. 


les  of  the  proposed  pipeline  crosses  National   Forest 
That  crossing,  within  the  Coronado  National   Forest, 
the  existing  pipeline  and  little  or  no  additional 
dpated.     Appropriate  permits  will   be  required  for 
use  of  the  existing  pipeline  and  the  development  or 

1   facilities  associated  with  this  proposal  on 
t  System  lands.     The  Forest  Supervisor  of  the 
nal   Forest  at  Tucson,  Arizona,  will  expect  to  review 
nd  develop  suitable  permit  requirements.     We  under- 
has  already  furnished  you  with  his  comments  on  this 


Less  than  3  m 
System  lands. 
would  utilize 
Impact  Is  ant 
any  change  In 
use  of  additloi 
National  Fore 
Coronado  Natl 
applications  a 
stand  that  he 
proposal . 

We  are,  however.   Interested  in  the  potential   tie-In  with  the  develop- 
ment of  the  United  States  Navy's  Elk  Hills,  California,  National 
Petroleum  Reserve,  and  Its  possible  connection  with   the  S0HI0 
project   (Chapter  1,  Description,  section  1.4.1.1,  page  1-153,   Item 
#3).     This  proposed  Navy  pipeline,  from  Elk  Hills   to  Redlands, 
California,  would  Involve  the  San  Bernardino  National   Forest  at 
Cajon  Pass,  and  possibly  a  portion  of  the  San  Bernardino  National 
Forest  administered  by  the  Angeies  National   Forest.     We  were  aware 
that  an  Elk  Hills   to  Redlands   tie-In  was  being  considered  since  a 
representative  of  Marmac  System  Engineering  Company,  a  consultant 
to  the  Navy,  had  contacted  the  San  Bernardino  Forest.     We  were  not 
aware  that  other  lines   (Elk  Hills  to  San  Francisco  or  Elk  Hills  to 
Port  Hueneme)  were  also  under  study.     Oependlng  on  routing,   the  Elk 
Hills  to  Port  Hueneme  route  could  affect  the  Angeles  National   Forest 
and/or  Los  Padres  National   Forest.     To  date,  we  have  not  had  any 
official   contact  from  the  Navy. 


It  should  be  noted  also  that  other  Forest  Service  Regions   (R-l,  R-6,  and 
R-9)  could  be  Impacted  should  the  National   Petroleum  Reserve  #4  become 
available  for  development   (section  1.4.1.2,  page  1-154),  or  If  the  "Northern 
Tier"  pipeline  proposed  from  Port  Angeles,  Washington,   to  Clearbrook, 

Minnesota,  is  selected. 

Chapter  8  of  this  DEIS  discusses  possible  ports-of-entry  and  routing 
alternatives   to  the  proposed  action.     We  are  concerned  with  the  depth 
of  analysis  of  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  various 
routing  alternatives.     Agency  decisionmakers  and  the  public  could  better 
understand  the  potential    impacts  and  tradeoffs   Involved  with  each  alternative 
if  alternative  routes  were  located  more  specifically  on  maps,  and  If  more 
complete  assessment  of  environmental  effects  associated  with  each  specific 
route  had  been  undertaken.     Lack  of  sufficient  information  prevents  mean- 
ingful  consideration  of  project  routing  alternatives.      For  example,  any  of 
the  alternative  ports  and  pipeline  routes,  as  shown  in  Figure  8.0-2,  page 
8-5,  1f  selected,  could  result  In  Impacts   to  National   Forest  land  In 
Regions   1,  2,  4.   5,  6,  and/or  9. 

Of  the  seven  alternative  ports  and  pipelines,  four  are  located  on 

the  California  coast.     Our  comments  cover  the  proposed  alternative  pipeline 

routes  as   they  might  affect  the  Forests   1n  the  California  Region,  Region  5. 

1.      Estero  Bay,  California  to  either  Midland,  Texas,  or  Sidney, 
Nebraska   (page  8-9).     the  Central    route   (Sidney,  Nebraska)  would  impact 
the  Tahoe  National   Forest   (page  8-10)   and  possibly  Region  4   In  the  Wasatch 
Range  1n  Utah.     The  link   from  Estero  Bay  to  Redlands.  California   (page  8-10), 
would  Involve  the  San  Bernardino  National   Forest  (Cajon  Pass)   if  a  tie  were 
made  Into  the  main  proposed  S0HI0  line  at  Redlands. 

I  There  is  confusion  1n  our  minds  as  to  whether  the  Estero  Bay-to-M1dland 
corridor  would  or  would  not  cross   the  Los  Padres  National   Forest,  as  there 
«re  conflicting  statements  on  pages  8-46  and  8-47.     Also,  as   this  alternative 
Is  described,   it  would  not  seem  to  pass   "1n  the  vicinity"  of  the  Sisquoc 
Condor  Sanctuary,  as  stated  on  page  8-47. 


2. 


Avidia  Beach/Oso  Flaco  (San  Luis  Obispo  Bay)  California.     The  Avlla 
ports  would  be  linked  by  pipeline  either  to  Midland, 


Beach  and  Oso  Fl 

Texas,  or  Sidney,  Nebraska   (page  8-5 


as  previously  discussed  under  #1   above. 


The  Avila  and  Oso  Flaco  alternative  pipeline  route  appears  to  describe  a 
route  north  of  State  Highway  166  through  the  Los  Padres  National   Forest. 
Impacts   to  National   Forest  lands  are  not  addressed.     The  report   (page  8-55) 
states  that  this  proposed  alternative  corridor   (San  Luis  Obispo  Bay  to 
Sidney,  Nebraska)   follows  existing  rights-of-way  through  the  Tahoe  National 
Forest.     We  are  unaware  of  what  rights-of-way  are  being  followed.     This 
route  as  described  would  also  traverse  an  area  between  Cache  and  Wasatch 
National   Forests  (Region  4). 
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Between  Rawlins  and  Laramie,  Wyoming,  the  corridor  passes  within  two  miles 
of  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  (Region  2).  Also,  the  corridor  passes 
through  five  miles  of  an  unnamed  National  Forest  in  Region  2  between  four 
and  ten  miles  southwest  of  Laramie  (page  8-56  and  8-57) . 

3.  Port  Hueneme/Oxnard,  California.  This  site  would  be  linked  to 
Midland,  Texas,  by  pipeline  largely  following  the  routes  described  for  the 
Estero  Bay  (#1  above)  and  Avila/Oso  Flaco  (#2  above)  alternatives.  As 
described  on  page  8-61,  it  would  involve  crossing  the  San  Bernardino 
National  Forest  (Cajon  Pass)  to  tie  back  into  the  SOHIO  proposed  route  near 
Redlands. 

4.  Camp  Pendleton,  California.  As  described  on  pages  8-64  and  8-65, 
this  alternative  pipeline  appears  not  to  involve  any  National  Forest  lands 
in  the  link  from  Camp  Pendleton  to  the  Midland  Corridor. 

I  We  understand  an  additional  port  alternative  at  Guadulupe  Dunes  has  been 
I  proposed  in  public  meetings  held  by  the  State  of  California.  Since  this 
(alternative  would  also  cross  the  Los  Padres  National  Forest,  tie  into 
I  E 1 k  Hills,  cross  Cajon  Pass  on  the  San  Bernardino  National  Forest,  and  tie 
I  into  the  proposed  pipeline  route  at  Redlands,  we  feel  it  should  be  covered 
I  in  the  final  environmental  statement  along  with  the  other  alternatives 
I  potentially  affecting  the  central  California  coast. 

In  summary,  we  believe  the  final  environmental  statement  should  more 
completely  discuss  both  possible  links  with  other  proposed  pipeline  systems, 
such  as  Elk  Hills,  and  also  all  reasonable  alternatives.  The  reader  should 
be  helped  to  more  clearly  understand  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  many 
currently  proposed  pipeline  systems  -  oil  and  gas.   Information  on  the 
effects  and  tradeoffs  among  alternative  routes  is  needed  to  more  comprehen- 
sively comply  with  the  intent  of  NEPA  and  current  CEQ  direction. 


Sincerely, 

/C-  r.  max  Peterson/ 

V        Deputy  Chief 


Comment   #1 


Chapter   8  has   been   extensively  re-; 
organized,    incorporating  more   environ- 
mental  detail,    with  maps    showing   nat- 
ional   forests. 

Comment   #2 

Revision  of   Chapter   8   states   that    if 
Estero   Bay   is    the   port    site,    a   pipe- 
line  to   either    Sidney,    Nebraska,   or 
Midland,    Texas,   would    skirt   north   of 
the   Los    Padres    National    Forest,      The 
other   alternative   central   California 
port    sites   of  Avila   Beach,    Oso   Flaco, 
or   Guadalupe   Dunes   would    traverse   the 
Los    Padres   National    Forest. 


Comment   #3 

Please   refer   to    the 
ment    2   above.      In  pr 
ive   pipeline   corrido 
use   of  existing   tran 
utility   corridors,    s 
sion   lines,    pipeline 
highways   would   gener 
impacts   rather   than 
corridor.      However, 
that    the    1-80   comd 
Tahoe   National    Fores 
Cache/Wasatch   Nation 
constrained   and   sens 

Comment    #4 


response  to 
ojecting  al 
rs,  the  mul 
sportation 
uch  as  tran 
s.  railroad 
ally  minimi 
create  a  ne 
the  FES  rec 
or  through 
t    and 

al    Forest    i 
it ive   to   im 


s   very 
pacts . 


Guadalupe   Dunes  has   been   added    to 
Chapter   8   as   an   alternative  central 
California   port    site. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OT  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  COWCWVATKW  StRVICt 

3008   federal    Building,    Phoenix,    Arizona      85025 


RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 


December  *9,  J 976 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Project  Office 

P.   0.   Bom   660 

Los   Alamitos,    California      90720 


Agricultural    land    has   been  discussed 
in   Sections    2.1.12   and    3.1.12   and   de- 
lineated   in  Attachment    1   under   Planned 
Land   Use   Map   2.1.13. 


Sir: 

The  Arizona  State  Office  of   the  Soil   Conservation  Service,   USDA,    has 
reviewed    your  Draft    Environmental    Impact   Statement   and  Executive 
Summary   for    the  Crude  Oil    Transportation   System.-  Valdez.    Alaska,    to 
Midland,    Texas.      We  are  pleased   to  note  you  propose  using  789  miJes 

I    of  an   existing   natural    gas   pipeline   system  in  this  project.      The  DEIS 
should  make  clear   if   any  prime  farmland  will   be  impacted  wherever  new 
construction   takes  place.     State  offices  of  the  Soil   Conservation 
Service  could  assist   you  in  determining   the  extent  of  prime  farmland 
involved. 


We  appreciate   the  opportunity 
impact    statement  . 


revie 


this   draft 


baJ 


s  C.   Pockenbaugh 
•  Conservationist 


Enclosures  (2) 
Perspectives 
ftecommenda  tio 


^ 


January  25,    1977 


UNfTID  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Tha  Aaaiatant  taw  tary  far  tolanaa  and  Taehnolaav 

WHlMigtw  DC   20230 


Mr.  Ed  Hastey 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Federal  Office  Building 

2600  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,  California   95825 

Dear  Mr.  Hastey: 

The   draft  environmental    Impact    statement    for  "Crude  Oil 
Transportation  System:    Valdez,   Alaska    to  Midland,    Texas 
(as  proposed  by  Sohlo  Transportation  Company)",    which 
accompanied  your    letter  of  November   1976,    has   been 
received  by   the   Department   of  Commerce    for   review  and 
comment.      The   statement  has   been  reviewed  and   the    following 
comments  are  offered   for  your  consideration. 

General  Comments 

I  A    formula    for  the   relationship  between  slick,    current,   and 
wind  velocity  was  provided;    wind  roses    for  all    seasons  and 
for  each  area   of  the    tanker   route  would  have  been  most   useful. 
These  wind  roses  are  readily  available    from  the   Pilot  Chart 
aeries   of   the  Defense  Mapping  Agency. 

I  A  quantitative    summary   of  tidal  currents   using  tables  and/or 
diagrams  would  be  most  useful.      Detailed  tidal   current    informatio 
Is   provided   for   Long  Beach  Harbor  and   for  selected  offshore 
locations  along   the    tanker  route   In   "Tidal  Current  Tables, 
1977,    Pacific  Coast   of  North  American  and  Asia,"  NOS,   NCAA, 
U.S.    Department  of  Commerce. 

Geodetic  control  survey  monuments  may  be  located  along  the 
proposed  pipeline  route.  If  there  is  any  planned  activity 
which  will  disturb  or  destroy  these  monuments,  the  National 
Ocean  Survey  requires  not  less  than  90  days  notification  In 
advance  of  such  activity  in  order  to  plan  for  their  relocation. 
NOS  recommends  that  funding  for  this  project  includes  the 
cost   of  any   relocation  required  for  NOS  monuments. 


|  In    light   of   the  many  potential  harards    to   the   environment    this 
project   could  create,    there    is  a  need    for  continuous  monitoring 
of   the  operational   marine   and    land    legs   of   the   system.      This 
need   Is  not    addressed    In   the  draft    environmental    Impact    statement 

| (EIS)    but    should  be.      It    further   should  be    the   responsibility 
of  S0HIO   to  provide    for   this    function  as    is    the   case  with 

lAlyeska   and    the  Trans-Alaska   pipeline    system. 

Realizing   the   tremendous   impact    that  weather  will   have  on 
tankers    transiting  between  Valdes   and   Los  Angeles,    these 
vessels  will  benefit    greatly  by  participating   In   the  National 
Weather  Service    (NWS)    Cooperative  Ship  Observation  Program. 
Providing  observations  on    sea   and   swell,    wind    speed  and 
direction,   weather,    etc.    for   this  program  will    provide   the 
NWS  with   critical   additional   data    that    should   subsequently 
improve   the  marine    forecasts    for  vessels    in   these  areas. 

The  proposed  project    could  potentially  have   long-term  effects 
upon  Long  Beach's  ability   to    function  as  a   nursery  and 
spawning  area    for  a  variety  of  marine    fish   species.      Adequate 
discussion  has  not  been  developed   concerning   the  combined 
effects   of:      increased   turbidity,    nutrient   enrichment   of 
surrounding  water,    displacement  of    fish   species,    loss  of 
habitats,    and   redeposltlon  of  suspended   sediments,    all   of  which 
are   expected  problems    resulting    from  the  proposed  dredging. 
Discussion  of  the  combined  effects  of  dredging   should  be 
directed   towards    those  areas   of   the  Long  Beach  Harbor  which 
are  known    to  be  conducive   to    larval    development   and  will  be 
affected  either  directly  or   Indirectly  by   the  proposed  dredging 
operation. 

I  The   exposure  of  marine  organisms    to  potential  oil    spills  within 
or  near    the  Long  Beach  Harbor  during   those  periods  of  their   life 
cycles    in  which   they  are  most    vulnerable   to  oil   toxicity    (i.e. 
larval   and   juvenile    stages)    has  not   been   completely  discussed. 
Specifically,    the  possible  alteration  of   long-term  community 
structure   should  be  considered. 
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An  area  of  particular  concern  to  this  Department's  Maritime 
Administration  (MarAd)  Is  the  degree  of  Inconsistency  between 
this  document  and  MarAd's  Office  of  Policy  and  Plans'  recent 
study  of  the  Alaskan  trade ."The  U.S.  Flag  Tanker  Fleet  and 
Domestic  Carriage  Requirements  -  An  Assessment  of  Fleet  Adequacy" 
Maritime  Administration,  Office  of  Policy  and  Plans,  October 
21,  1976,  with  regard  to  the  Issue  of  tanker  requirements. 
The  MarAd  study  has  received  fairly  wide  distribution  and  its 
findings  are  fully  incorporated  in  the  recently  released 
Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  study  of  the  Alaskan  oil 
trade.   As  a  consequence,  we  feel  that  it  is  important  to 
note  where  the  EIS  findings  are  different  from  the  MarAd  study. 

The  EIS  notes  that  the  SOHIO  estimate  of  the  amount  of  shipping 
needed  to  accommodate  a  700,000  barrel  per  day  throughput  from 
Valdez  to  Long  Beach  Is  11  vessels  aggregating  1,340,000  DWT . 
In  its  own  separate  assessment  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
concluded  that  the  operating  assumptions  used  by  SOHIO  were 
probably  overly  optimistic  and  felt  that  14  vessels  would 
probably  be  needed.   Although  the  Bureau  did  not  indicate  the 
aggregate  capacity  of  Its  fleet,  if  the  vessels  were  on  average 
the  same  size  as  those  included  In  the  SOHIO  fleet,  the  14 
vessels  would  aggregate  about  1.7  million  DWT.   Using  the 
operating  assumptions  outlined  in  the  MarAd  fleet  assessment, 
the  aggregate  fleet  deadweight  required  to  serve  this  700,000 
barrel  per  day  movement  has  been  calculated  to  be  about  1.5 
million  DWT. 

In  performing  its  environmental  impact  assessment  the  Bureau 
used  its  own  larger  fleet  requirements  figures.   Although  these 
figures  are  slightly  higher  than  our  own, they  are,  in  our  view, 
sufficiently  close  to  be  within  the  range  of  reasonable  error. 
In  assessing  environmental  impact,  we  feel  that  the  necessity 
to  adopt  conservative  assumptions  supports  the  use  of  the 
larger  figures.   Because  of  these  considerations  we  do  not 
feel  it  is  necessary  to  urge  any  revision  of  the  figures  used 
in  the  EIS  itself.   We  do,  however,  feel  that  the  discrepancy 
is  worth  mentioning  in  conjunction  with  our  other  comments 
simply  so  that  the  difference  may  be  noted  In  the  EIS  review 
record. 


The  text  is  replete  with  poor  sentence  structures,  misspelled 
and  improperly  used  words  and  meaningless  sentences.   The  errors 
are  too  numerous  to  list,  so  only  a  few  are  selected  as  examples. 
On  page  2-156,  paragraph  2,  this  sentence  is  found:   "Generally 
phosphate  values  are  lowest  In  the  upper  mixed  layer  with  a 
sharp  rise  in  the  pycnocltne  Increasing  to  a  maximum  value 
normally  just  below  the  oxygen  minimum  with  a  gradual  decrease 
to  the  sea  bottom."  In  the  next  paragraph,  it  is  stated  that: 

"High  values  have  recorded  around  San  Francisco "  On  page 

2-157,  paragraph  1,  the  word  resolution  is  used  incorrectly. 

The  information  provided  in  subsequent  sections  is  clear, 
concise,  and  relevant.   In  particular,  section  2.1.5.1.3  Port 
Area,  could  be  used  as  a  model  for  the  way  sections  2.1.5.1.1 
and  2.1.5.1.2  should  be  written. 

Executive  _Summary 

On  page  VIII-5  we  note  that,  under  the  discussion  of  the  Panama 
Canal  transshipment  option,  the  issue  of  tanker  availability 
is  cited  as  the  most  critical  factor  affecting  the  viability 
of  this  particular  option.   Since  the  principal  conclusion  of 
the  MarAd  Alaskan  oil  assessment  was  that  the  fleet  would  be 
more  than  adequate  to  accommodate  the  surplus  via  Panama,  we 
feel  that  this  point  should  be  made.   In  the  body  of  the  EIS, 
on  page  8-16,  this  same  issue  is  raised  but  is  treated  more 
fully  by  including  a  brief  summary  of  the  MarAd  study  findings. 
In  our  view,  the  same  approach  should  be  followed  in  the 
Executive  Summary.   The  necessary  revision  perhaps  could  be 
most  easily  accomplished  by  simply  including  the  last  paragraph 
from  page  8-16  on  page  VIII-5  as  well.   We  feel  that  this 
change  will  provide  those  who  read  only  the  Executive  Summary 
of  the  paper  with  a  more  accurate  view  of  the  Panama  Canal 
option. 

On  page  IV-5  the  Bureau  recommends  that  appropriate  agencies 
take  steps  to  permit  only  vessels  having  a  minimum  of  20 
percent  segregated  ballast  to  use  the  proposed  Long  Beach 
berthing  facilities  and  to  require  that  all  ships  using  these 
facilities  use  bunker  fuel  with  no  more  than  5  percent  sulfur 
content  for  off  loading  operations.   While  the  vessels  SOHIO 
now  intends  to  use  In  this  trade  will  meet  these  requirements, 
it  might  be  worth  considering  how  much  system  flexibility  in 
terms  of  vessel  substitution  and  bunker  availability  might  be 
sacrificed  through  the  adoption  of  such  restrictions. 


»l 


Chapter  1 
Page  1-2 


The  total  length  of  pipeline  of  1,026  miles  does  not 
agree  with  the  total  of  1,013  miles  in  Figure  1. 


I  Page  1-2,  last  paragraph  to  1-3  -  Midland  will  have  400,000  bbl/d 
idle  capacity  but  would  be  receiving  500,000  bbl/d.  An 
explanation  Is  needed  as  to  how  the  excess  100,000  will 
be  accommodated. 

I  Page  1-3,  paragraph  3  -  This  entire  paragraph  Is  confusing. 
Clarification  is  needed  as  to  the  second  natural  gas 
line,  the  existing  natural  gas  line  and  the  new  line 
(not  discussed  elsewhere).   Why  does  abandonment  of  the 
second  gas  line  enable  the  new  pipeline  to  accommodate 
1  million  bbl/d? 

^olFigure  1.1,1.2-4  -  The  storage  tank  dimensions  and  capacity  do 
■  not  agree  with  the  text  on  p.  1-21. 
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I  Page  1-21,  paragraph  2  -  Are  there  any  flreflghting  control  and 
communications  systems  planned  for  the  Long  Beach 
terminal  facility? 


•jjlPage  1-21,  paragraph  2  -  How  many  acres  are  involved  at  the  Long 
Beach  facility?  This  needs  to  be  stated  here. 


15 


paragraph  4  -  How  long  Is  the  projected  life  of  the 
project  if  adequate  maintenance  has  not  been  achieved 
or  if  a  proper  cathodic  protection  system  Is  not  used? 


1 0| Page  1-111,  paragraph  6  -  Water  will  be  obtained. 

I  Table  1.3.1-1  (Page  1-136  thru  138)  -  This  table  lists  those 
Federal  agencies  which  have  project  approval  requirements. 
No  reference  Is  given  for  the  Coast  Guard  approval  of 
the  operation  of  the  marine  facility.  This  reference 
should  be  33  CFR  154,  Large  Oil  Transfer  Facilities. 


"I« 


Chapter  2 

Chapter  2  -  Description  of  the  Envlr 

2.1.5   -  Water  Resources,  Quality,  and  Use 
2.1.5.1-  Marine 

The  material  provided  in  the  first  two  sections,  Ocean  and  Bays  and 
Estuaries  needs  to  be  rewritten   for  the  following  reasons: 

(a)  The  organization  of  topics  is  confusing.  The  description 
|of  Port  Valdez  (p.  2-150)  belongs  under  2,1.5.1.3  Port  Area 

rather  than  under  2.1.5.1.2  Bays  and  Estuaries.   Also,  the  topics 

I  "General  Chemical  Characteristics"  and  "Water  Quality  and  Use" 
(p.  2-151  to  2-159)  Include  information  about  the  open  ocean  and 
waters  near  the  coastline  and  yet  they  are  under  2.1.5.1.2  Bays 
and  Estuaries. 

(b)  Some  of  the  material  is  irrelevant  or  unnecessary  and 
I  appears  to  be  Included  simply  to  provide  text  for  an  outline 

J  topic.   For  example,  on  page  2-158,  it  is  stated  that  phosphate 
20|  concentration  in  Southern  California  coastal  waters  is  high  In 

comparison  to  that  of  the  Gulf  of  Maine  and  the  English  Channel. 
I  There  are  numerous  other  statements  which  do  nothing  but  confuse 
1  the  reader. 

(c)  Numerous  errors  and  inconsistencies  exist  In  expressing 
and  converting  units  of  measurement.   On  pages  2-144  and  2-145, 
under  Water  Temperature,  temperature  gradients  are  expressed  in 
Fahrenheit  and  Celsius  degrees,  but  the  conversions  are  often 
wrong.   A  gradient  or  change  of  2°C  is  equivalent  to  3.6°F,  not 
35.6°F,  as  stated.   On  page  2-156,  nitrate  concentration  units 
are  stated  to  be  milligram  atoms  per  liter,  which  is  1000  times 
larger  than  the  true  unit,  microgram  atoms/liter.   The  units  of 
other  nutrients  are  abbreviated  as  tng/1,  but  this  is  not  defined. 
They  also  should  be  microgram  atoms/liter  (ug-at/1) . 
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Page  2-872  -  Transportation  networks  are  discussed  and  the  vessel 
traffic  In  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  is  thoroughly 
analyzed.   However,  no  mention  Is  made  of  Port  Valdez. 
This  should  be  included  so  that  a  complete  evaluation 
of  the  marine  transportation  network  caa  be  made. 
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Chapter    3 
I  P«ge   3-51, 
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paragraph  3  (Metal  and  Nutrient  Release)  -  The 
potential  of  passive  uptake  of  resuspended  sediments 
containing  toxic  materials  In  conjunction  with  normal 
feeding  by  filter  feeding  animals  and  the  consequences 
of  passing  on  pollutants  through  the  food  chain  should 
I  be  discussed. 

I  Page  3-141,  paragraph  3  (Dredging  and  Filling)  -  Some  discussion 
concerning  the  possibility  of  magnifying  a  "red  tide" 
condition  if  extensive  dredging  were  to  occur  during 
spring  or  summer  and  the  possibility  of  fish  kills 
during  this  time  period  should  be  Included  in  this 
section. 

I  Page  3-174,  paragraph  2  -  A  quantitative  estimate  as  to  the 

economic  loss  to  the  live-bait  fishermen  would  provide 
additional  information  to  assess  the  impact  dredging  wo 
have  on  this  particular  fishery. 

Page  3-176,  paragraph  2  -  Combined  effects  of  dredging  should  be 
listed  In  this  section. 


I  Page  3-177,  paragraph  1  -  Alternative  dredging  techniques  and 
their  respective  value  In  reducing  dispersion  of 
dredged  materials  should  be  listed.   Selection  of  the 
appropriate  technique  should  be  Included. 

Chapter  5 
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Page  5-2,  paragraph  1  (Oil  spill  potential  hazards)  -  Annual  spill 
figure  of  1,221  barrels  on  ocean  segment  Is  misleading.   Presumably 
this  figure  is  based  upon  the  value  obtained  from  frequency  of 
spill  and  amount  spilled.   However,  "90  percent  of  spills  are 
smaller  than  1,000  gallons  (about  25  barrels)  and  over  50  percent 
are  smaller  than  15  gallons."   "On  the  other  hand,  most  of  the  oil 
spilled  comes  from  a  few  very  large  spills  (Chapter  3,  page  3-57)." 
The  previous  quotation  implies  that  the  potential  annual  spill  is 
actually  very  small  or  very  large,  not  the  intermediate  figure 
given  (1,221  barrels). 
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Similarly,  since  a  large  percentage  of  spills  occur  close  to 
near-shore  areas  (22.67.  coastal  and  22.27.  at  the  entrance  of 
harbors)  where  the  most  sensitive  habitats  occur  (lntertidal, 
nud  flat,  and  marshes),  the  potential  damage  from  a  spill  is 
much  greater  than  is  described. 

The  treatment  of  tanker  navigation  problems  in  Valdea  ArmB  and 
in  Prince  William  Sound  is  seriously  lacking. 

In  late  November,  1976  Mr.  Charles  Champion,  Pipeline  Coordinator 
for  the  State  of  Alaska,  gave  a  briefing  to  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  and  to  the  Coast  Guard  in  Washington  which 
presented  results  of  a  real-time  simulation  of  VLCC  operations 
through  the  Valdez  Narrows.   The  exercises  were  conducted  at  a 
training  center  in  Holland  with  experienced  VLCC  officers.   The 
results  of  those  model  operations  suggested  a  high  risk  of  a 
tanker  casualty  in  Valdez  Narrows  under  the  present  planned 
operational  procedures.   Valdez  Narrows  is  an  area  noted  for  its 
violent  and  unpredictable  weather  changes. 

The  briefing  suggested  that  problems  Include  the  serious  lack  of 
meteorological  data,  lack  of  trained  VLCC  officers,  lack  of 
experienced  pilots,  lack  of  large  ship  operational  experience 

I  in  Valdez  Arms,  inadequate  navigation  aids  and  operational  plans 
and  possible  increasing  iceberg  problems  in  Prince  William  Sound. 
There  should  be  a  thorough  discussion  and  analyses  of  these 
problems  in  the  EIS. 

We  also  call  attention  to  the  question  of  an  adequate  evaluation 
of  tanker  design  for  the  Valdez-Long  Beach  marine  leg.   Valdez 
may  be  the  world's  first  major  semiarctic  port  which  will  be 
loading  hot  oil  cargo  (140°-150°F) .   We  suggest  that  a  review 
of  the  adequacy  of  ship  design  should  include  discussion  of  any 
potential  structural  problems  which  could  result  in  winter  from 
loading  a  "cold"  VLCC  hull  to  her  marks  in  a  few  hours  time  with 
a  hot  oil  cargo  at  140°-150°F  and  then,  within  a  few  more  hours, 
driving  that  ship  at  a  normal  rate  of  speed  into  a  heavy  sea 
condition  in  Prince  William  Sound  or  the  Gulf  of  Alaska.   Is  there 
sufficient  operating  experience  with  VLCCs  in  conditions  of  this 
type  to  insure  their  safety?  Will  all  plates,  frames,  braces  and 
other  structural  members  have  reached  an  expansion  equilibrium  in 
the  short  turnaround  time  so  as  to  not  suffer  undue  stress  aad 
possible  failure  under  the  described  severe  sea  conditions?  These 
questions  should  be  considered  in  the  EIS. 


Responses 


Comment   #1 
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Appendices 

I  Appendix  Al. 1.1.1  is  a  discussion  of  inert  gas  systmes  on 
tankers.   Table  Al. 1.1.1-2  in  this  appendix  gives  the  principal 
characteristics  of  the  SOHIO  tanker  fleet.   It  should  be  pointed 
out,  as  it  is  in  Table  1.1.1.1-1  on  Page  1-8  of  the  EIS,  that 
the  80,000  DWT  tankers  do  not  have  the  capability  of  inerting. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments, 
which  we  hope  will  be  of  assistance  to  you.  We  would  appreciate 
receiving  twelve  (12)  copies  of  the  final  statement. 


Sidney  R.  Galle 


Sidney  R.  Galle 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 

for  Environmental  Affairs 


Wind   roses    are    included    in   the  maps   of 
Attachment    2.      There   is   extensive  new 
information   incorporated   in   the   FES  on 
oil    spill    trajectories   and   estimated 
impacts . 

Comment   #2 

Comment   was   considered,    and   no   change 
was  made    in   the   FES. 

Comment    #3 

Maintenance  and  monitoring   of  the 
pipeline   are   discussed   in   Sections 
1.2.3.3    and    1.2.3.4   of    the   FES.       . 
Section  4.2.2   discusses. a  mitigating 
measure    for  monitoring   in   the   port. 

Comment    #4 

Sections    3.1.8.1.1    and   5.8.1   which 
consider   impacts  on  port    fauna  have 
been  revised   and   expanded.      However, 
it   was  not    possible   to   provide   any  ad- 
ditional   quantifiable   impacts   on  the 
combined   effects   of  the  various   con- 
struction  actions. 
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Comment  #5 


Comment  #9 


The  discussion  of  potential  oil  spill 
impacts  on  marine  fauna  in  the  port 
area  has  been  expanded  substantially 
in  Section  3.1.8.1.2,  under  Port  of 
Long  Beach. 

Comment  #6 

The  data  contained  in  the  Maritime  Ad- 
ministration study  were  reexamined  but 
found  to  be  based  on  assumptions  not 
specifically  applicaole  to  this  pro- 
posal.  No  changes  in  tanker  require- 
ments were  believed  to  be  warranted  in 
the  FES. 

Comment  #7 

As  discussed  in  Section  1.1.1.1,  under 
Sea  Leg,  the  BLM  calculations  indicate 
14  tankers  would  be  required  because 
of  varying  cruising  speeds  of  the  tan- 
kers and  unexpected,  but  always  pos- 
sible ,  delays . 

Comment  #8 

The  text  was  changed  to  reflect  the 
comments  on  Nutrients  in  Section 
2.1.5.1.2, 


The  length  of  the  pipeline  project  has 
been  corrected  throughout  the  entire 
document  to  1,026.6  miles. 

Comment  #10 

This  is  a  market  question,  and  is  not 
included  in  Chapter  1,  Description  of 
the  Project.   This  is  discussed  in 
Sections  2.1.16.5  and  3.1.16.5,  Energy 
Supply/Demand . 

Comment  #11 

The  text  has  been  clarified  in  Section 
1.0,  under  Introduction  and  General 
Project  Description. 

Comment  #12 

This  has  been  corrected  on  Figure 
1,1.12-4. 

Comment  #13 

Communication   systems   in   the   port   area 
are  described   in   Section   1.2.3.2, 
under   Communication    Systems.      Changes 
in   fire-fighting    facilities   are   dis- 
cussed   in   Section   3.1.17. 


Comment  #14 

The  inland  terminal  is  69  acres  as  in- 
dicated in  Section  1.1.1,  under  De- 
tails of  California  Route.   The  Long 
Beach  port  facility  is  a  42-acre  plot 
as  indicated  in  Section  1.2.2.1,  under 
Long  Beach. 

Comment  #15 

Under  the  existing  Federal,  state,  and 
local  regulations,  proper  maintenance 
and  cathodic  protection  are  integral 
parts  of  the  project.   These  must  be 
done  for  public  safety  as  well  as  for 
environmental  protection.   The  pro- 
jected life  of  the  project  was  not 
considered  without  these  very  import- 
ant aspects. 

Comment  #16 

This  has  been  corrected  in  Section 
1.2.3,2,  under  Testing. 

Comment  #17 

This  has  been  included  in  Table 
1.3.1-1. 


Comment  #18  * 

Several  changes  were  made  to  clarify 
this  section.   However,  some  redun- 
dancy was  unavoidable. 

Comment  #19 

Several  text  changes  were  made  to 
clarify  this  section. 

Comment  #20 

A  text  change  was  made  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #21 

Text  changes  were  made  to  reflect 
these  comments . 

Comment  #22 

Vessel  traffic  into  and  out  of  Port 
Valdez  is  discussed  in  the  Tanker 
Traffic  Study,  Appendix  Al.l.l.l-A. 

Comment  #23 

A  discussion  of  impacts  on  port  fauna 
as  a  result  of  dredging  is  contained 
in  Section  3.1.8.1 
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Comment  #24 


Comment  #27 


Much  more  research  is  nee 
stantiate  any  correlation 
dredging  and  filling  acti 
red  tide  conditions.  The 
tion  3.1.7.1.1  has  been  c 
dicate  that  there  is  only 
ity  that  the  dredging  and 
could  stimulate  an  increa 
plankton  density  and  prod 
to  nutrient  release.  A  d 
the  extent  of  such  a  poss 
lias  also  been  added  to  th 

Comment   #25 


ded    to    sub- 
between 
vities   and 
refore,    Sec- 
hanged    to    in- 
a   possibil- 
filling 
se    inphyto- 
uctivity  due 
iscussion  of 
ible  bloom 
e    section. 


Section  3.1.8.1.1,  under  Dredging  and 
Filling  Activities,  has  been  expanded 
to   reflect   these   concerns. 

Comment   #26 

The  discussion  on  dredging  effects  in 
Section  3.1.8.1.1  has  been  expanded. 
The  unavoidably  adverse  impacts  of 
dredging  are  summarized  in  Section 
5.8.1. 


The  discussion  of  minimizing  dredging 
impacts  has  been  deleted  in  Section 
3.1.8.1.1,  and  an  expanded  discussion 
of  dredging  techniques  has  been  in- 
cluded in  Chapter  4,  Mitigating 
Measures . 

Comment  #28 

Tables  3.1.5.1.2-6  and  3.1.5.1.2-7 
have  been  revised  to  clarify  the  ques- 
tion raised.   Refer  also  to  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A  for  additional  methodology 
and  data  on  tanker  traffic  impacts. 

Comment  #29 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  believes 
that  these  impacts  are  adequately  dis- 
cussed in  the  FES. 

Comment  #30 

Additional  discussion  of  tanker 
navigation  problems  have  been  added  in 
the  Tanker  Traffic  Study,  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A  and  Section  3.1.5.1.2. 


Comment  #31 

Navigation  and  iceberg  problems  in 
Prince  William  Sound  have  been  added 
to  the  FES  in  the  Tanker  Traffic  Stu- 
dy, Appendix  1.1.1.1-A. 

Comment  #32 

This  has  not  been  identified  in  the 
FES  as  a  potential  problem.   However, 
the  applicant  is  currently  investigat- 
ing this  and  other  technical  aspects 
in  a  comprehensive  study  of  their  pro- 
posed tankers. 

Comment  #33 

The  inerting  category  was  added  to 
Table  1.1.171-1  in  the  FES. 
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DEPUTMOTT  OF  THE  AMY 

tavra  pacific  DimnR.  com  at  uuitm 

630  Sansom*  Street  Room  1216 
San  Francisco.  California   94111 


|  FEB  1977 


Project  Manager 

EIS  Project  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.   S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

P.   0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamltos,  California  90720 


Oear  Sir: 


This  1s  In  response  to  your  undated  letter  in  which  you  requested  Corps  of 
Engineers  review  and  comments  on  the  draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the 
crude  oil  transportation  system  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland.  Texas,  as 
proposed  by  SOHIO  Transportation  Company.  This  letter  shall  serve  as  the 
consolidated  response  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  following  are  our 
comments: 


I  a.       Tetra  Tech,   Inc.   of  Pasadena,   California,  under  contract  to  the 

Corps  of  Engineers  has  developed  Information  concerning  the  sea-leg  portion 
of  the  proposal.  This  data  should  be  considered  and  incorporated  as  appro- 
priate In  the  Final   Environmental    Impact  Statement. 


ol  b.       Possible  impacts  of  the  proposal 

*  I  should  be  addressed. 


the  nation's  national   security 


c.       Paragraph  1.3.1.2.   In  Chapter  1,   Description  of  the  Proposal, 
S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,   should  read  as   follows: 

"The  Department  of  the  Army  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
discretionary  permit  authority  under  the  following  Acts  to  authorize  work 
■*1n  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  as  well  as  other  waters  of  the 
United  States:  Section  10  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1899  (30  Stat 
1151,  33  USC  403)  requires  permits  for  structures  and  deposit  of  dredge 
or  fill  material    in  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.      The  Outer 


SPDPD-R 

Project  Manager,   Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Continental   Shelf  Lands  Act  of  1953  (67  Stat  463,  43  USC  1333(f))   extended 
the  Section  10  authority  to  the  limit  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf   in 
connection  with  artificial    Islands  and  fixed  structures.      In  addition. 
Section  103  of  the  Marine  Protection  Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act  (66  Stat 
1052,   16  USC   1432)  requires  permits  for  the  transportation  of  dredged 
material    for  the  purposes  of  dumping  In  ocean  waters.     Also  Section  404 
of  the  Federal   Hater  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  {86  Stat  816, 
33  USC  1344)   requires   permits   for  the  discharge  of  dredge  or  fill   material 
In  all  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  and  other  waters." 

-  |  d.       Chapter  2,  reference  61,  refers  to  the  publication   "California 

4  B  Nearshore  Surface  Currents"  as  being  unpublished.     This  was  published  in 
I  Shore  and  Beach,  Volume  43,  October   1975,  Number  2. 

e.       The  discussion  of  wave  conditions  in  Chapter  2  on  pages  2-141 
through  2-143  1s   inadequate.     An  understanding  of  wave  climatology  over  the 
entire  sea  route  is  required  for  determining  the  design  constraints  and 
loadings  for  vessel   and  mooring  configurations  and  designs.      In  addition, 
the  efficacy  of  oil   spill  containment,  and/or  cleanup  equipment,   and/or 
procedures  should  a  spill  occur  should  be  discussed.     To  overcome  this 
deficiency,  monthly  and  annual  mean  and  maximum  wave  height  summaries  at 
500-mile  intervals  along  the  routes  to  be  traveled,  along  with  graphical 
plots  of  these  values  should  be  given.     This  should  be  similar  to  wave  height 
studies  compiled  by  Draper  of  the  United  Kingdom  for  North  Sea  drilling 
certification.     This  information  should  be  compared  with  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  wave  data  buoys  presently  on  station 
In  the  North  Pacific. 


Chapter  2,   Section  2.1.12  should  contain   the  recreational   uses 
aters  within  the  area  being  described  as  well   as  available  recreation 


A  I  of  the' 
I  data. 

g.       Also,   in  Chapter  2,   Section  2.1.5,  Hater  Resources,   the  physical 

Iand  biological   characteristics  of  all   streams  on  which  the  pipeline  would 
result  in  a  significant  environmental   impact  should  be  described.     A 
discussion  of  the  lakes,  ponds,  and  wetlands  in  or  adjacent  to  the  right- 
of-way  should  be  included. 

h.       Chapter  3  contains  a  discussion  of  the  probability  of  an  oil   spill 
However,   there  Is  no  discussion  of  cleanup  considering  environmental   para- 
meters and   the  state  of  oil   spill   cleanup  technology.     Chapter  4,  page  4-4, 
mentions   the  applicant  will   prepare  an  oil   spill   contingency  plan  for  the 
pipeline  route  and  for  the  sea-leg  prior  to  permit  issuance.     However,   this 
should  be  discussed  in  the  EIS. 


RESPONSES 


10 


S  FEB  ; j." 
SPDPD-R 
Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1.     Chapter  5,   page  5-9,  states   that   "Temporary  unavoidable   impact 
would  result  from  excavation  and  placement  of  new  pipeline  below  the 
river  bed  at  the  Colorado  River  and  Pecos  River,"  and   "A  similar   temporary 
impact  would  result  at  the  Pecos  River  Crossing  with  displacement  of 
around  3,000  to  4,000  cubic  yards  of  sediment  over  an  approximate  10-day 
construction  period."     To  determine  the  need  for  a  Section  404  permit,  a 
more  detailed  explanation  of  the  new  pipeline  installation  is  necessary. 
The  explanation  should   include  embankment  excavation  and  backfill   or 
protective  treatment,   if  planned.      If  similar  activities  are  planned  for 
the  Rio  Grande,   they  should  also  be  explained  in  detail. 

j.     Possible  problems  where  the  line  passes   through  the  Fort  Bliss 
Military  Reservation  and  Maneuver  Area  2,  an  area  under  lease  to  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  maneuvering  purposes,  should  be  listed.     The 
statement  does   not  specifically  mention   these   two  important  areas  nor 
possibilities  of  adverse  impacts  caused  by  maneuvering  troops  and  equipment 
on  the  pipeline  and   the  consequences  of  pipeline  rupture. 


and  i 


nt  on  this  Draft  Environ- 


Sincerely  yours, 

HILLIAM  E.  VA 
Colonel ,  CE 
Deputy  Divlsi 


Engineer 


Comment   #1 

Relevant  material  from  the  Tetra  Tech, 
Inc.,  study  has  been  incorporated  into 
the   appropriate   sections   of  the   FES. 

Comment   #2 

If  national    security  is   taken   to  mean 
reliance  on    foreign  oil,    Section 
3.1.16.5,    Energy   Supply  and   Demand, 
discusses   the    impacts   of   the   project 
on   importation  of   foreign  oil.      Al- 
though the   project   would   provide   an 
overland  method    of  distributing 
500,000   barrels   per   day  of   crude   oil. 
from   the   West    Coast    to   the   Midwest,    in 
contrast    to   a  more   "vulnerable"    tanker 
route,    the    impacts    to   the  national 
security   for   this   amount   of  oil    are 
considered   minor. 


Comment   #3 

Section   1.3.1.2,    under   U.S.    Army   Corps 
of   Engineers,    has   been   revised    to 
reflect    this   comment, 
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Comment  #4 

The  reference  has  been  changed  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 


Comment  #5 

Additional  information  on  wave  clima- 
tology has  been  included  as  Attachment 
2,  Maps  1  through  11. 

Comment  #6 

Section  2.1.12.3  discusses  recrea- 
tional uses  of  land  and  water. 

Comment  #7 

Water  quality  of  various  bodies  of  wa- 
ter where  data  are  available  is  shown 
in  Table  A2. 1.5. 2.   Significant  and 
lasting  impacts  on  biological  compon- 
ents are  identified  in  the  wildlife 
and  vegetation  sections  (3.1.8.2  and 
3.1.7.2)  only  at  locations  where  sign- 
ificant impacts  are  expected. 


Comment  #8 

Oil  spill  contingency  plans  have  been 
developed  by  the  applicant  and  were 
considered  in  the  discussion  of  im- 
pacts in  Chapter  5  of  the  FES.   See 
Chapter  1,  Table  of  Contents,  for  a- 
vailability  of  the  plans. 

Comment  #9 

The  applicant  has  not  submitted  a  de- 
tailed plan  as  to  how  he  intends  to 
construct  the  individual  river  cross- 
ings.  A  general  statement  was  made  in 
Section  1.2.3.2,  under  Water  Cross-^ 
ings,  and  each  crossing  is  identified 
in  Table  1.2.3.2-2.   Additional  envir- 
onmental analyses  will  be  necessary 
prior  to  specific  permit  approval. 

Comment  #10 

The   chance   of  pipeline   rupture   within 
Fort    Bliss   or   the  maneuver   area  was 
considered   no  more    likely  than   in   any 
other   open-space   area.      The   pipeline 
is   buried    sufficiently  deep   to   protect 
it    from   passage   of   Army   equipment , 
such   as    tanks.      Excavation   during    a 
maneuver   within   a   well-marked    buried 
utility  corridor   is   considered   very 
unlikely. 


UNITED   STATES   I 


HFS/LEC/ncg 
4100.2 

1   Feb    1977 


Mr.    Chuck  Tulloss 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

SOHIO  Project 

P.   0.    Box  #660 

Los  Altai tos,    CA      90720 

Dear  Mr,    Tulloss: 

This   Command   objects    to   the  alternative   outlined    In   the   draft   Environ- 
mental   Impact   Statement   which  addresses    the   establishment    of  a   crude 
oil    pipeline    through   Camp  Pendleton. 


L.    V.   CAfflK^  ~~ 
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10  February  1977 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 
Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manages 
P.O.  Box  660 
Los  Alamitos,  Callforn 


Dear  Mr.  Tullo 


The  Lo.  Angeles  Diatrict,  Corp.  of  Engineers,  would  like  to  offer  the 
following  additional  comment  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  State- 
sent  for  the  SOH10  Project: 

I     In  order  to  measure  the  environmental  effecta  that  the  S0HIO  Project 
I  will  have  on  the  environment  within  San  Pedro  Bay  and  specifically  the 
I  Port  of  Long  Beach,  the  Corps  proposes  that  a  monitoring  effort  be 
I  Initiated  as  a  mltlgative  measure  for  the  S0HI0  Project.   Such  a  monitor 
I  program  would  aeaaure  and  validate  the  SOHIO  Project  Impacts  on  the 
I  marine  environment,  including  preconacruction.  post  construction  and 
|  operational  impacts. 

on  thla  Draft  Environmental 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  i 
Statement. 


Sincerely  yours 


TAICHI  L.  SISHIHARA 

Acting  Chief,  Engineering  Division 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


Because    the    SOHIO  tankers   utilizing 
the   Port   of  Long   Beach  would   only 
constitute    a   small    part   of  the   total 
number   of   ships    that   presently  are   us- 
ing   the   port,    it   does  not   appear   re- 
alistic   to   require   the   applicant   to 
monitor   the  environmental    impacts   oc- 
curring  in   the  harbor.      Therefore,   no 
text   change   was  made. 


go*/?'**. 


V-fVV 


[m 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
WASHINGTON,   DC      20460 


28   JAN  W7 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California   90720 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  completed  its 
review  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  the  Crude  Oil 
Transportation  System:  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 
(as  proposed  by  the  SOHIO  Transportation  Company) , 
issued  November  1976.   Our  detailed  comments  are  enclosed. 

It  is  EPA's  principal  concern  that  air  pollutant  emissions, 

rticularly  hydrocarbons,  associated  with  the  SOHIO 
project  be  addressed  in  relation  to  EPA's  interim 
policy  (Interpretive  Ruling  for  Implementation  of  the 
Requirements  of  40  CFR  51.18),  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  December  21,  1976,  establishing  new  source 
jcedures  for  areas  currently  in  violation  of  national 
>ient  air  quality  standards  (NAAQS) .   This  interim  policy 
[uires  that  proposed  new  sources  of  air  pollutant 
.ssions,  which  would  aggravate  existing  violations  of 


EPA's  emission  offset  policy  will  have  specific 
application  to  those  portions  of  the  SOHIO  project 
planned  for  the  Long  Beach  terminal  area  and  for  the 
Midland  -  Odessa  area  where  oxidant  levels  currently 

jlate  national  standards .  For  instance ,  according 
to  the  draft  EIS,  the  short-term  impact  of  the  SOHIO 

)ject  is  a  predicted  25%  increase  in  oxidant  levels 
downwind  of  Long  Beach  under  conservative  "worst  case 
conditions.  However,  while  the  draft  EIS  acknowledge 
the  requirements  of  EPA's  offset  policy,  the  EIS  itse 


I  does  not  contain  an  adequate 
for  the  required  emission  of 
believe  the  final  EIS  must  p 
appraisal  of  from  where  the 
Long  Beach  and  Midland  emiss 


.ons 


ysis  of  the  prospects 

to  be  achieved.   We 
e  a  more  definitive 
sary  offsets,  for  both 
can  be  expected. 


EPA  is  also  concerned  that  the  draft  EIS  underestimates 
the  intermediate-term  impact  of  the  project.   Most 
projections  of  West  Coast  crude  oil  surpluses  show  a 
urplus  in  excess  of  the  capacity  of  this  project  by  the 
arly  1980's  (pp.  1-6  of  the  draft  EIS  and  p.  135  of  the 
ecently  completed  Federal  Energy  Administration  study 
n  the  disposition  of  Alaskan  crude  oil).   Thus  the 
expanded  project  scenario"  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS 
s  likely  to  occur  well  before  the  year  2000  (the 
date  chosen  in  the  EIS).   If  an  additional  natural 
gas  pipeline  in  converted,  and  necessary  changes 
in  pumping  capacity  are  made,  the  number  of  ship  calls 
at  Long  Beach  could  possibly  double,  resulting  in 
increased  tanker  emissions  and  a  higher  accident  risk 
in  the  Long  Beach  Harbor  area. 

The  description  of  the  existing  air  quality  problem  in  the 
South  Coast  Basin  (Chapter  2)  is  in  need  of  additional 
discussion.   We  believe  a  most  serious  omission  is  the 
failure  to  describe  the  general  control  strategies  being 
implemented  under  the  California  State  Implementation  Plan, 
is  important  to  understand,  for  example,  that  recent 

luctions  in  pollutant  concentrations  are  the  result  of 
long  anticipated  actions  by  local.  State  and  Federal  air 
pollution  control  agencies  to  reduce  emissions.   Moreover, 

is  critical  to  realize  that  the  public  health  in  the 
South  Coast  Air  Basin  can  only  be  protected  if  continued 

luctions  in  emissions  of  reactive  hydrocarbons,  NOx, 
total  suspended  particulates  and  other  pollutants  are 

lieved.   Virtually  all  local  agencies  and  a  number  of 
State  and  Federal  agencies  are  currently  involved  in  a 
basin-wide  planning  effort  (Air  Quality  Maintenance  Planning) 
to  bring  about  further  emission  reductions.   Any  net  increase 
in  emissions,  particularly  of  reactive  hydrocarbons,  will 
interfere  with  efforts  to  attain  national  ambi. 
quality  standards  and  will  reduce  the  options 
in  the  planning  processes  now  underway. 


liable 
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In  addition  to  the  above  items,  we  have  identified 
a  number  of  areas  in  the  draft  EIS  where  either  the  air 
quality  analysis  presented  requires  much  more  thorough 
discussion  or  where  such  analysis  is  actually  lacking 
or  in  error.   Our  detailed  commonta  address  these  items 
in  a  chapter-by-chapter  breakdown  and  suggest  steps 
which  can  be  taken  by  BLH  in  the  final  EIS  to  improve 
the  overall  weaknesses  now  present  in  the  air  quality 
impacts  discussion. 

Regarding  water  quality  impacts  anticipated  from  the 
proposed  project,  EPA  strongly  recommends  that  the 
final  EIS  include  the  following  items: 

complete  description  of  terminal 
e  J  facilities  to  be  located  at  Dominguez 
'■Hills,  California  (as  discussed  on  pp.  1-13 
if  the  draft  EIS)  ; 

comprehensive  hydrostatic  test  program 
or  the  pipeline;  and 

c)|details  of  the  proposed  oil  spill  contingency 
7|plan  for  dealing  with  pipeline  ruptures  or 
I  undetected  leaks . 

Also,  the  draft  EIS  indicates  that  2.6  million  cubic 
yards  of  bottom  sediments  will  be  dredged  in  the  Long 
Beach  terminal  area.   Of  this  2.6  million  cubic  yards, 
700,000  cubic  yards  will  become  part  of  the  new 
breakwater  and  the  remainder  discharged  at  an  offshore 
disposal  site.   This  site  should  be  identified  as  EPA 
Interim  Dumping  Site,  Los  Angeles  #2.   Public  Notice 
No.  76-110,  issued  by  the  Los  Angeles  District  Corps 
of  Engineers  for  the  dredgea  material  to  be  discharged 
at  Los  Angeles  |2,  indicates  that  the  dredged  material 
may  also  be  discharged  at  "an  approved  adjacent  project 
site."  The  final  EIS  should  identify  this  site,  what 
its  purpose  will  be,  how  its  use  may  modify  those  impacts 
attributed  to  the  SOHIO  project,  and  all  other  impacts  whi 
will  result  from  the  use  of  this  alternate  site. 


»l 


=1 
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I  We  note  that  several  portions  of 
identified  as  not  completed  in  t 
in  the  draft  EIS.  These  include 
survey  and  an  overall  analysis  o 
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the  BLM  analysis  were 
jne  for  incorporation 

an  archaeological  field 
:  the  sea  transportation 


aspect  of  the  project  being  prepared  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.   Both  of  these  items  should  be  completed  and 
incorporated  into  the  final  EIS. 

In  conclusion,  the  question  of  cumulative  air  quality 
impacts  arising  from  the  SOHIO  project  remains  most 
important  to  EPA.   The  net  increase  in  petroleum 
throughput,  particularly  at  the  Long  Beach  site, 
and  the  accompanying  predicted  emission  increases  in 
tic  will  aggravate  air  quality  conditions  in  a  present 
non-attainment  area.   These  emissions  may  be  possibly 
offset  by  proposed  omission  reduction  from  existing 
storage  tanks  and  de  facto  reductions  from  less  frequent 
petroleum  importation  using  older,  less-controlled  tanken 
Nevertheless,  a  careful  discussion  of  cumulative  sources 
and  the  relationship  of  proposed  offsets  to  future 
air  quality  maintenance  plans  is  necessary  before  EPA 
can  evaluate  the  net  effects  of  the  project.   At  the 
present  time,  such  an  analysis  cannot  be  made. 

In  accordance  with  EPA  procedures,  we  have  rated  the 
draft  EIS  Category  3  (Inadequate).   We  urge  BLM  to 
improve  the  air  quality  impact  discussion  for  the 
SOHIO  project  in  the  final  EIS.   Until  additional 
information  is  forthcoming  regarding  the  prospects 
for,  and  location  of,  the  necessary  emission  offsets, 
as  well  as  information  addressing  our  detailed  air 
and  water  quality  comments,  EPA  will  be  unable  to 
assess  many  of  the  important  environmental  issues 
raised  by  this  project. 

Many  of  the  mitigating  measures  suggested  in  Chapter  4 
may  evolve  into  permit  conditions  to  be  adhered  to  by 
SOHIO  during  the  construction  and  operational  phases 
of  the  project.   Other  proposed  measures  may  be  imposed 
on  other  entities  flag  vessels.   Should  the  project  be 
authorized  to  proceed  by  all  relevant  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies,  many  complex  arjd  diversified  guide- 
lines, monitoring  requirements,  and  inspection  schedules 
will  be  imposed  upon  the  project  to  assure  environmental 
compatibility.   EPA  suggests  that  a  Federal  task  force  be 
considered  by  BLM  for  the  overall  coordination  of  the 
implementation  of  environmental  requirements  imposed 
on  the  project. 


5 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
this  draft  EIS.   Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding 
our  general  or  specific  comments,  or  if  we  can  provide 
any  data  necessary  to  the  preparation  of  the  final  EIS, 
please  let  us  know. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Rebecca  w.  Hanmer 

Director 

Office  of  Federal  Activities   (A-104) 

Enclosure:   Draft  EIS  Comments  -  D-BLM-A03067-00 

Crude  Oil  Transportation  System,  Valde 
Alaska  to  Midland,  Tedas  (SOHIO 
Transportation  Company) . 
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THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY"S 

DETAILED  COMMENTS 

ON  THE 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT'S 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

FOR  THE 

CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM:  VALDEZ, 

ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND,  TEXAS  (AS  PROPOSED  BY 

THE  SOHIO  TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY) 


General  Comments 

Although  the  estimated  air  quality  levels  resulting  from 
the  project  vary  significantly  with  the  technical  assumptions 
used,  even  the  reasonably  conservative  "worst  case"  scenario 
used  in  the  draft  EIS  results  in  a  25%  increase  in  oxidant 
levels  "downwind"  of  Long  Beach.   If  the  projected  three 
tanker  berths. are  built,  an  increase  in  petroleum  throughput 
is  almost  certain  and  will  probably  occur  within  10  years. 
This  could  mean  even  greater  increases  in  the  magnitude 
1  frequency  of  current  oxidant  violations.   EPA  notes 
it  the  mitigating  measures  suggested  by  BLM  are  in  the 
"proposed"  stage  and  will  generally  require  actions  beyond 
the  immediate  control  of  either  SOHIO  or  BLM.   EPA  must 

trefore  urge  BLM  to  provide  in  the  final  EIS  a  more  realistic 
icussion  of  the  hydrocarbon  emission  offsets  which  will  be 
ressary  for  the  project  to  conform  to  EPA's  policy 

discussion  in  the  enclosed  cover  letter  to  these  comments) . 

The  draft  EIS  also  projects  that  the  SOHIO  Project  will 
result  in  the  exceedance  of  national  ambient  air  quality 
standards  (NAAQS)  for  CO,  TSP  and  S02  during  the 
construction  phase  of  the  Long  Beach  facilities.   The 
final  EIS  should  address  these  additional  potential  NAAQS 
violations  in  relation  to  EPA's  emission  offset  policy  for 
non-attainment  areas  and  should  detail  the  mitigating 
measures  to  be  adopted  for  the  prevention  of  anticipated 
NAAQS  violations . 

I  BLM's  discussion  of  this  project's  proposed  expansion 
f  port  capacity  (in  contrast  to  the  SOHIO  oil  transport 
ortion  of  the  project  alone)  needs  additional  analysis, 
he  final  EIS  should  include  references  for  the 
ssumptions  made  on  the  timing  of  the  expected  "expansion," 
he  types  of  ships/activities  which  could  use  the  facilities 
in  addition  to  SOHIO  tankers) ,  and  the  potential  air 
uality  impact  of  these  ships/activities. 
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The   draft   BIS   notes   that   the   transportation   ay stem 
facilities  will   not   be    limited   to   Prudhoe   Bay  oil,    but 
may   alao   be   ua«d   for  OCS   and   Elk,   Bills  oil.      Tha  draft   BIS 
does   not  discuss   the   impact   of   theae   other   aourcaa   on 
the   oapaclty   of   tha   ayaten.      Tha   atoraga   tanks   and 
pipeline   are   sixed  on   the   baela   of   500,000   bpd.      Aa 
acknowledged   in   the  draft   EIS,    80HIO   la   considering 
a   aeoond   phaaa  which  would   increaae  the   volume   to   1.2 
million   bpd.      The    final   EXS    should   address   the   possibility 
of   other   sources   using   the   storsgo    tanks   and   pipeline 
and   the   affects  of   this  on   the   transportation  of  Alaskan 
oil   and  on  tha   necessity    for   additional   capacity    in 
Long   Beach  at   soma  near  data.      Such  expansion  of    facilities 
will   no  doubt   reault   In    Increased   amissions    from   tanker 
offloading   activities   as   well   aa   an   additional   risk   of 
tanker  accldenta   in   the   Long   Beach   Harbor   area.      The 
final   BIS   ahould  dlacuaa    in  greater  detail   the    Impacts 
which   could   result   if   Long   Beach   terminal   expanaion 
occurs. 

In   addition   to  air  quality   Impacts   expected    in   the 
Long   Beach   area,    there  will  be   additional   impacts   at  the 
Midland,    Texaa   facilities   due   principally  to  emissions 
of   hydrocarbons.      Recent   air  quality  data   from  the 
Midland-Odesss   area   show  violations  of  tha  oxidant 
standard   in  Air  Quality  Control    Region    218.      The    final 
BIS   ahould   therefore   address    the   impact  of  the   proposed 
Midland    facilities   on   the  oxidant   standard   for   this 
region. 

EPA  notes   that  the   emission   inventory  data   used    in   the 
draft   BIS  was    for   1972.      This   should  be  updated  with  at 
leaat   1973  data    (or   possibly   even   1975  data)    and   ahould 
address    the   future   trend  of   photochemical  oxidant    levels    in 
the  Midland  region.      In  view  of   KPA'e    interim   policy    for   new 
aource  review  in  non-attainment  areaa ,   and  alao  in  view  of 
the   current  vlolationa   of   the   oxidant   standard,    the   proposed 
Midland   facility  will   be   required   to  meet   this  policy. 
Additional    information   regarding   proposed  offsets   ahould 
be   included   In  the   final   BIS. 

IEPA  feela   that  the   possibilities   of   future  petrochemical 
Industrial   development  within   the   terminal   site   area  at 
Midland,   Texas   are  highly  probable.      It   la   known   that   the 
Permian  Baaln  area  of  Meat   Texaa   and  Hew  Mexico  contain 


enough  reflnerlea  to  refine  approximately  300,000  barrela 
17      per  day  of  crude  oil.      With  the  dwindling  of  oil  reserves 

In  the  Permian  Baaln  area,   it  may  be  reasonable  to  conclude 
that  Alaakan  arude  will   replace   the   lessening   amounts 
of   Permian  crude.      It   la  alao  anticipated   that   the 
atorage  of  2,000,000  barrela  of  Alaakan  crude  oil  a* 
the  Midland   facilities  will   encourage   further  development 
of   the  petroleum   induatry   in   thla   area   beoauae  of   the  Jfaee 
of   acceeelbillty  and   the  potential   economic   benefits   that 
can  be  contributed   to   thla  area   by  further  development. 
Therefore,    a   possible   future  development  of   the  petroleum 
industry   In   the  Midland-Odes aa   area  and  the   possible 
impacts  it  will  have  on  the  environment  ahould  be 
included  within   the   final    statement. 

BPA   notes   that,    to  date,    there  has   not  been  a  comprehensive 
air  quality  impact  analysis  performed  for  oil  transport 
aotivitiea  at   the  Pert  of  Valdei.      BLM  hae   referenced    in 
the  draft   BIS  a   atudy  by  Environmental   Research  and 
Technology    (ERT)    titled i      "Air   Quality   Impaot  of  the 
Proposed   80HI0  Tanker  Pleet  on  Port  Valdex,    Alaska. 
Me   believe   there   la   a   need   for   continued   analysis  of   the 
Valdex  operatlone,    of   the   type  performed  by  ERT   for   BLM, 
however  our  review  of  thla  atudy  reveals  tha  following 
problems i 

I  •)      EPA  questions  whether   the  ambient   levels   for 

hydrocarbons,    presented   in  the   study  aa  baseline  data 
collected  by  Alyeaka,   would   be  as   constant  as   stated. 

b)      The   assumed  emission   factor  of   1.2   lbs/1000  gal 
(taken  from  Mackensle,   1976)    la  for  the  loading  of  crude 
oil  with  a   true  vapor   pressure    (TVP)    of   4.5  peia.      However , 
elnoe  this  emission   faotor  increases  linearly  with  vapor 
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preasure  and  the  TVP  of  North  Slope  crude  at  loading  temperature 
is  approximately  11  pela,  the  ERT  emiaaion  factor  ia  low  by 
at  least  a  faotor  of  2.   In  addition,  the  emiasion  faotor 
used  ahould  include  both  the  vapore  initially  in  the  J*""1 
and  those  generated  during  loading.   The  uaa  of  an  emiasion 
faotor  for  only  the  initial  vapors  results  in  an  additional 
undere situation  by  almost  a  factor  of  2.   As  a  result,  the 
ERT  study  underestimates  the  hydrooarbon  (HC)  omissions 
by  a  faotor  of  4 . 
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c)  The  emission  factors  utilised  for  the  stack  gas 
emissions  from  the  tankers  sra  inoorrect  and  underestimated 
significantly.  The  SO]  emissions  axe  undaraatlmated  by 

a  faotor  of  2,  MOx  emissiona  by  a  factor  of  3,  and  BC 
emissions  by  a  factor  of  9. 

d)  EPA  believes  It  ia  unlikely  that  an  oxidant 
modal  developed  and  validated  for  Los  Angelea  could 
accurately  predict  the  oxidant  situation  in  an  Alaskan 
environment.   Therefore,  oxidant  modeling  and  predicted 
oonoantratlona  in  the  ERT  study  are  suapect. 

e)  The  use  of  the  diffusion  model  PTMTP  for 
estimating  502  impact  of  tanker  staok  gas  emissions 
does  not  predict  the  worst  case  situation.   EPA  believes 
a  terrain  interactive  model  could  be  better  employed 

in  order  to  account  for  the  elevation  differences 
between  tha  tankera  at  aea  level  and  the  hillsides 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Port.   In  the  esse  of  Valdez, 
we  suspect  that  tha  maximum  impact  would  occur  on  tha 
hillside  south  of  the  terminal  and  would  be  significantly 
greater  than  that  predicted  by  the  PTMTP  model.   This 
terrain  interaction  problem  ahould  be  studied  further. 

In  the  area  of  water  quality,  several  EPA  concerns 
rami in  outstanding.   Por  example,  discussions  in  the 
draft  EIS  (pp. 1-43)  concerning  the  hydrostatic  testing 
program  for  the  pipeline  remain  unclear.   In  Chapter  One, 
three  alternatives  are  listed,  but  the  adverse  and 
beneficial  impacts  of  aaoh  are  not  explored.   The  discussion 
in  this  chapter  asaumea  testing  only  the  new  sections 
in  four  segments,  with  a  different  source  and  dlaoharge 
point  for  each.   In  Chapter  Three,  however,  the  admission 
is  made  that  the  availability  of  water  from  rivers  and 
wells  is  not  known  at  this  time.   Tha  BLM  proposal  la 
that  the  water  be  taken  from  San  Pedro  Bay  and  dlachargad 
at  Midland  using  evaporation  ponda.   EPA  urges  that 
the  final  BIS  dlacuss  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of 
each  of  the  three  alternatives  mentioned.   In  the  interest 
of  avoiding  the  use  of  2(0  million  gallons  of  water, 
preventing  the  necessity  of  multiple  dlsohsrge  points, 
and  preventing  the  use  of  scarce  freshwater  sources  in 
the  southwest,  we  suggest  the  use  of  aeawater  and 
testing  of  the  pipe  by  sections.   This  would  allow  reuse 
Of  the  water  and  alao  facilitate  the  teetlng  of  the  valves. 
A  definite  teat  program  ahould  be  presented  In  the  final 
BIB. 
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Another  principal  water  quality  concern  centere  on  tha 
dredging  activity  propoeed  for  the  Long  Beach  harbor 
area.      The  draft   EIS   indicates   that  dredging   in   the 
tanker  berthing  area  at  Long  Beach  will  be  necessary 
to   increaae   the  water  depth   from  42   feet   to   62      feet 
to  allow  the   entry  and  docking  of   1(5,000  DWT  vessels. 
On  page   1-29,    however,    the   statement   Is  made  that  the 
present  harbor  depth  of   42   feet  ahould  allow  the   165,000 
DMT  veaaela  safe  bottom  clearance.      Theae  oonflict^J-q 
atatements  regarding  required  dredging  activity  at 
Long   Beach   should   be  corrected  or  otherwise   explained 
in   the   final   EIS. 

Alao,    the  draft  EIS   indloatea   that    2.6  million  cubic 
yards  of   bottom   sediments  would  be  dredged   in  the   Long   Beach 
terminal  area.     Of  this  2.6  million  cubic  yards,   700,000 
cubic  yards   will   become   part  of   the  new  breakwater  and 
the  remainder  discharged  at  an  offehore  disposal    aita. 
TfcasrElte    should  be   identified   aa  EPA   Interim  Dumping 
Site,    Loe  Angelea   #2.      Public   Notice  Mo.    76-110,    Issued 
by  the  Los  Angeles  District  Corps  of   Engineers   for   the 
dredged  material   to  be  diaoharged  at  Los  Angelea   12,    Indicates 
that  the   dredged  material  may  alao  be  diaoharged  at   "an 
approved  adjacent  project  aita."     The  final  EIS  ahould 
identify  thia  aita,  what  ite  purpose  will  be,   how  Its 
use  may  modify   those    Impacts  attributed  to   the   SOHio 
project,   and  all  other  impacts  which  will  reault  from  the  use 
I  of  thia  alternate  site. 

Alao,   the  draft  EIS  Indloatea  that  California  and 
Arizona   water  quality   standards    for  turbidity   In  the 
Colorado  River  would  be  exceeded  during  and  immediately 
following  construction  of   a  burled  pipeline  crossing. 
EPA  suggests  that  the  final  EIS  address  the  following 
items  regarding  the  buried  pipeline  oroaaingt 

26 1(e)   What  alternatives  to  a  buried  croaalng  have 
I  been  considered? 

1(b)  Chapter  5  indicates  that  there  would  be 
disruption  of  aquatic  life  for  a  2  year 
period  during  construction,  repair  and 
maintenance  of  the  croaalng.  What  la  the 
significance  of  the  2  year  time  period? 
What  types  of  repair  and/or  maintenance  Are 
foreseen? 


28 


1(a)    The  d.alan  of   the  croaalng  and   ooaatmation 
mthoda  ahould  fa*  d.aorlbad  in  detail  aa  thaae 
will  narkodly  affaot  vatar  quality  l*paot. 


29 1  (d)   Hatar  intakaa  on  tha  Colorado  RItut 
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291th*   °™«alng   sits  and    Imperial    Da»   ahould   be 
■  identified.       Potential    negative    lapeet    thereon 
lof  eonetruotion.    repair   and  oaintananos,   and 

lof   poaalbla  oil    ipllli,    ahould   be    identified. 

Turbidity   problems    ara    alao    expected    at    tha    Waat    Coaat 
terminal    alt*.      Tha  draft   BIS    identifiee   high   turbidity 
level*    in   Long   Beaoh   Harbor   ••   an  adverse   impact   that 
cannot  ba  avoided.      Thaaa   turbidity   lavala  will   probably 
axoaad  California  atandaxda  for  aa  It  water  baya  a Lao at 
continually    from  March   1*77   to   September   1*71.      Tha 
final   RXS   should   contain   a   detailed   daaorlption  of 
how  tha  breakwater   ia   to  ba  oonatruotad.      It   ahould 
identify   thoaa   a  a pact  a  of   tha  oonatruotlon  prooaaa  whioh 
will   oontributa   to   tha  antlolpatad   turbidity  problems. 
Tha   final    Klfl    ahould  alao  evaluate  alternative  oonatruc- 
tlon   technique*   that  might   raduoa  tha   turbidity   problem . 
Finally,    tha   final   BIS   ahould  dlaouaa   in  datail   tha 
impacts  aaaoolatad  with   thaaa   expected   high   turbidity 
lavala. 

SPA  offara   tha   following   additional   ganaral   ooiananta 
for  oonaidaratlon  by  BLM   in   tha   praparatlon  of   tha 
final   EXS. 


Tha   aupply  analyaia   aaaphaslsea,    among   other   point*, 
tha   ralatlvaly  high   aulfur   oontant    (1«)    of   North 
slope  oruda  and  tha  ganaral   lack  of  California 
refinery   capacity    to    handle    high    aulfur    oruda. 
Tha   economics   and    incentive*  of    raflnary   conversion 
to    handle   high   aulfur   oruda  ara  not  dlaouaaad   in 
tha  draft   BIS.      Thia  appaara   to  EPA  to  ba   a  critical 
factor  in  tha  aupply  aoanarlo*  alnoa  tha  raflning 
of   Blk   Hill*   crude  and  poaalbly  off-ehore  crude 
■ay   encounter    alallar    capaoity   problem*.       It  would 
appaar   that   in   tha   future   a   large   portion  of   tha 
total  domestic   incoming  waat  ooaat  crude  will,   in 
fact,    hava  high   aulfur  oontant.      Tha   environmental 
effect*  of   auoh  an  occurrence   ahould  ba   examined 
in  tha  aupply  acanarlo  analyaia. 

There   la  no  air  quality  analyaia   in   tha  draft   BIB 
with   raapaot    to    HO,    end. ••  ion*    end    tha    . 25ppm   one-hour 
California   atandard  or   tha   yearly    .OSppa  Rational 
atandard.      Alao,  no  analyaia  la  shown  with  raapaot 
to  tha    24ppm  National    three-hour   non-Mathana 
Bydrooarbon  air   quality   atandard.      Tha  draft   BX6 
arronaoualy   atataa   that   there    la  no  Fadaral   NO] 
atandard.    (Tha  Federal   atandard  la   0.05  ppa  aa 
an  annual   average  and   la   currently   being   violated 
la   tha   South  Coaat   Basin.) 
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Xn   Chapter    2,    carta In   rare,    thraatanad    and    endanger 
and/or   protaotad   plant*   and  aalamla   were   Identified 
to    potentially   occur   within    tha    pipeline   oorrldor . 
What   apaoial   provlalona   hava   bean  aada   for   confirmation 
of   thair  ooourrenoa   In   the    L—adlate   area   of   tha 
propoeed    plpallna7      What   contingency    plana 
axiat   for  tha  avast   that   auoh   apaolae  ara  raooomised 
to  occur  within   tha  path  of   tha  propoeed   pipeline 
route?      Tha   eama  attention   ahould  be  given   tha 
historic   altos,    such  as   tha   Indian   village  of 
Sahatapa,    and  aspaolally  archaao log leal   raaouroas 
not    previously    Identified,    but   dlsoovarad    during 
tha   pipeline    trenching    operation. 

Discussion   coooerning    future  oil   supply  and  daaanl 
should   lnoloda  tha  rsstlfioatlona  of   tha  expected 
oortalljaant  of   tha   16"   Poor  Oornars   pipeline. 

Ons  of   tha  mala   issuaa   related   to  tha  propoaad 

•OHIO  project   la   that   tha   project   amy.    In   aoaw> 
aaasura,    affect   tha  delivery  of   future   natural   gaa 
suppllaa   to  California.      Xn  a  raoant  rasponsa 
from)    tha   California    Energy    Resource*    Conservation 
and   Development  Commission  to  a  quaationnalra 
circulated   by  tha    interior   and  Coasaaroa 
Coamlttasa  of  tha  U.S.    Senate,    tha  Ce— ilaaion 
urged    a    re-ordering   of    tha    time    frama   which 
ara   currently   being   oonaidarad  by  Fadaral 
agencies    in  order    that  decision*  on  tha   SOHIO 
project    would   ba   delayed    until    a    final    decision 
is  aada  on  tha  transportation  and  disposition 
of  Alaskan  gas.      Although,    tha  draft   BIB  contains 
a  discussion  of  tha   relationship  of   tha  proposed 
gaa   pipeline   abandonment  on  gas   supplies   to 
California,    BPA  suggeeta   that  tha   final   BIB 
oontaln  a  mora  extensive   discussion  of   tha 
relationship  of    tha    proposed    project    to    tha 
availability  of  natural  gas  to  California. 
Should   supplies  of  Alaakan  natural   gaa   ba  diverted 
sway  from  California,  mora  oruda  oil  nay  need  to 
ba  utlliied  in  California  as  residential   and 
industrial   users   ara   forced   to  adapt   to  tha  use 
of   fools  other   than  natural   gas. 
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The  final  EIS  ahould  more  fully  describe  the  type 
of  sanitary  facilities  which  will  be  utilized  during 
construction.   Also,  discussion  of  the  specific 
measures  which  will  be  provided  at  equipment 
storage,  repair,  and  service  areas  to  prevent 
contaminants  from  reaching  fresh  water  streams 
along  the  construction  right-of-way  should  be 
included  in  the  final  statement. 

The  discussion  on  earthquakes  and  fault  zones  should 
include  a  history  of  pipeline  failures  that  have 
occurred  in  regions  to  be  traversed  by  the  pipeline. 
This  would  help  in  evaluating  the  hazards  that  exist 
along  the  pipeline  route.   This  is  especially  important 
in  the  California  segment  where  the  pipeline  is  to 
cross  four  major  fault  zones.   Also,  although  the 
discussion  in  Chapter  Two  indicates  that  the  pipeline 
will  definitely  be  aligned  so  as  to  cross  faults  at 
right  angles,  this  is  only  listed  as  a  proposal 

Chapter  Four.   This  item  should  be  clarified 

the   final   EIS. 
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I  The  following  are  the  amounts 
pp.  1-13  of  the  Summary   -  1. 


million  tonB  of  rock. 

million  cubic  yards  of  spoil 
million  cubic  yard*  of  spoil 
million  cubic  yards  of  spoil 
million  tons  of  rock 


Several  re 
the  imm 
Drage  fa 
park ,  a  ma 
proposes  t 
the  dockin 


Th. 


final  EIS 
posed  proje 


onal  projects  are  being  planned 

area  of  the  proposed  docking  and 
es .   These  include  an  amusement 
and  parks.   Although  the  BLM 
e  storage  tanks  be  moved  inland, 
cture  and  surge  tanks  will  remain. 


uss  th 


impacts  of  the 
ional  plans  and 
red  with  the 


local  pla 


ing 


utho 


I  We  suggest  that  the  alternatives  chapter  in  the 
final  EIS  include  a  summary  comparing  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  each  port  and  pipeline  route 
for  ease  of  comparison.   The  present  summary,  which 
indicates  only  if  the  impact  is  low,  moderate , 
or  high,  is  too  subjective  to  be  of  real  value. 

I  The  figures  given  for  the  quantity  of  dredge  spoil 
material  and  for  the  quantity  of  rock  needed  for 
the  breakwater  are  not  consistent  throughout  the 
draft  EIS. 


9-68 


Specific  Comments 
Executive  Summary 
page  1-33,  1-35 


Chapter  1 
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EPA  does  not  issue  a  'permit  to  operate" 
under  its  Performance  Standards  for 
New  Stationary  Sources  (40  CFR  60) . 
A  source  is  required  only  to  perform 
certain  notification  activities  to 
certify  compliance  with  the  regulations 
emission  and  equipment  requirements. 

The  California  Air  Resources  Board 
adopted,  October  8,  1976,  New  Source 
Review  Rules  for  the  Southern  California 
APCD.   This  rule  has  been  submitted 
to  EPA,  Region  IX,  for  review  as  to 
SIP  revision  approval.   The  status  of 
this  approval/disapproval  action  should 
be  included  in  the  final  EIS . 


_  I  Reference  should  be  made  to  tha  development 
43  I  and  marketing  arrangements  between  SOHio 
land  British  Petroleum. 


Previous  BPA  discussions  with  the  sohio 
Company  identified  the  Signal  Hill  facility 
as  the  preferred  inland  tankage  location. 
The  draft  EIS,  however,  pointed  almost 
exclusively  towards  Dominguec  Bills 
Terminal .   Reasons  for  no  longer 
considering  the  Signal  Hill  facility 
should  be  presented  in  the  final  EIS 


Mitigative  action  for  the  expected 
violations  (and  or  continued  violations) 
of  SC-2  and  particulate  standards  will 
be  the  use  of  0.5%  Sulfur  fuel  (not 
0.05%) .   Later  the  document  indicates  purgi 
will  occur  in  "emergency  situations" 
without  adequately  describing  the 
situation  or  the  probability  of  occurrence. 


The  EIS's  description  of  SOHlo's  eleven 
(11)  tankers  implies  that  these  are  the 
only  vessels  to  be  used  to  transport  crude 
oil  to  the  SOHIO  Long  Beach  terminal.   The 
final  EIS  should  include  descriptions  of 
other  Alaskan  oil  delivery  scenarios 
(i.e.  what  other  Jones  Act  ships  are 
available)  and  other  oil  delivery  scenarios 
(i.e.  Arabian  crude  to  SOHIO  terminal,  etc) 
The  characterization  of  North  Slope  oil 
should  include  its  sulfur  content 
(averaging  1%)  as  well  as  that  of  other 
crude  oil  imported  into  PAD  V  such  as  the 
.  Canada  and 
type  of  comparison 
scosity . 


page    1-16 
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low  sulfuj 

-  crude 

Indonesia 

The  s 

should  K« 

made  to 

| "1982-  should  be  omitted. 

I  It  Is  not  clear  whether  maintenance  roads 
would  be  required  along  the  entire 
pipeline  or  only  to  pumping  stations. 
Maintenance  roade  may  not  be  necessary 
In  areas  where  the  pipeline  is  burled. 

Reference  is  made  to  the  pipeline  crossing 
over  Alameda  Boulevard.   All  other  references 
to  roed  crossings  Involve  pipeline  burial. 
Such  an  expoaed  crossing  may  present  a 
hasard  to  aafety  as  well  as  an  environmental 
hasard  and  warrants  a  special  discussion  of 
the  need  for  sn  above  ground  crossing  at 
this  location  and  a  description  of  safeguards. 
This  type  of  crossing  should  be  characterised 
under  the  discussion  of  the  construction  of 
highway  and  railroad  crossings  beginning 
on  page  1-54. 

I  Under  the  description  of  the  Port  of  Long 
Beech  facilities  which  includes  "suitable 
utility  and  support  facilities...  to  •ervioe 
the  tankers  while  moved  in  berth...," 
mention  should  be  made  that  no  provision 
is  planned  for  reception  of  sewage  from  the 
tankers. 

The  figure  on  this  page  should  depict  two 
itorage  tanks  of  615,000  barrel  oapacity  eaoh 
and  270'  D  x  66*  not  653,000  barrel  oapacity 
and  270*  D  x  64 


I: 
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alludes  to  the  present 
f  the  proposed  Pier  J 


12 


The  last  paragraph 
depth  in  the  area  o 

berths  (42  feet  mean  lower  low-water)  to 
be  safe  for  bottom  clearance  by  165,000 
dwt  vessels.   It  this  is  true,  no   dredging 
would  be  required.   The  last  sentence 
should  suggest  that  the  proposed  depth 
is  62  feet  (MLLW) . 


that 


>EPA  suggi 
located  on  Pier 
Oominquez  Hills 
from  overflow  w 
connected  to  th 


any  storage  tanks  to  be 

and  at  the  proposed 

erminal  be  protected 

h  an  automatic  alarm 

tank  gauging  device . 


I  With  regard  to  hydrostatic  testing  of  the 
storage  tanks  at  the  proposed  Dominquez 
Hills  terminal  (over  51  million  gallons 
of  water) ,  what  source  of  water  will  be 
utilized  for  such  testing? 


13 


the  large  volume  of  material  to  be  quarried, 
the  area  from  which  this  material  is  obtained 
could  experience  such  adverse  impacts.   EPA 
recommends  that  pollution  prevention  plans 
be  formulated  for  this  activity  and  presented 
in  the  final  EIS. 

EPA  auggests  that  the  discussion  on 
"communication  systems"  also  Include  oommunl- 
cationa  with  incoming  vessels  with  regard  to 
location,  expected  time  of  arrival,  quelng 
time,  apecial  requirements  for  pier  facilities, 
and  related  matters. 

Discussion  should  be  directed  to  proposed 
approaches  for  the  restoration  of  desert 
areas . 
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I  A  permit  to  utilize  an  ETA  approved  dleposal 
site  for  dredged  material  ahould  be  added  to 
the  list  of  project  approval  requirements. 


The  final  EIS  should  provide  the  selected 
design  for  casks  and  seals  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  storage  tanks  on  p. 1-32.   This 
information  will  be  of  value  for  both  air 
quality  analyses  and  for  determining  possibli 
future  permit  conditions 

The  computer  monitoring  system  which  in- 
dicates by  alarm  a  difference  in  flow  or 
possible  leak  of  .05  percent  or  more  or 
24  bbl/hr  (about  1,000  gallons/hr)  may  not 
be  adequate.   Inland  oil  spills  of  1,000  - 
3,000  gallons  occuring  within  1-3  hours 

ould  be  highly  damaging  to  the  environment 
under- certain  conditions. 

The  discussion  here  states  that  1.5  million 
ons  of  rock  from  the  Catalina  Island  quarry 
ite  would  be  excavated  and  transported  to 
reate  the  impervious  breakwater  in 
Long  Beach  Harbor.   Possible  environmental 
impacts  which  could  affect  the  quarry  site 
elude  increased  sediment,  noise,  solid 
ste,  air  and  water  pollution.   Because  of 
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Chapter    2 


60 


I  The   listing  of  Federal   regulations   and  oodea 
for   the   Port  of   Long   Beach,    Domlnques   Hills 
terminal,    and   the   Midland    terminal   should 
include   the   Oil   Insurance  Association  Construc- 
tion   and    Layout    Recommendations    and    Fire 
Protection   Reoommendatlons    for   oil    storage 
tanks     (Bulletin    400-2). 


Reference   la  made   to  prevailing  wind 
directions  whioh  occur  either   from  North- 
east  or   Southwest   In   the   area   of   Port  Valdes . 
The  draft   EIS  mentions   that  wlnde   In   this 
area   are  highly  variable   and   usually  no 
stronger   than   30  miles   per   hour.      Figure 
2.1.1.1-1    Indicates   an   abrupt   drop   In 
elevation   from   2500   feet   to  sea   level   on 
the  westerly   aide  of   the  Valdes   Harrows  which 
connect   Port  Valdes  with   Prince  William  Sound. 

alativaly  steep  slopes  occur  on  the  eastern 
aide  with  elevations  near  the  Narrows  as  high 
aa   1,500   feet.      Recent   press   reports    indicate 
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that  winds  are  ohenneled  through  thla  narrow, 
northeasterly  to  southwesterly  oriented 
paesege  causing  high  wind  velocities,  aa  much 
aa  200  miles  par  hour.   Such  ooadltlona.  If 
exiatant  and  occurring  frequently  on  an  annual 
baala,  could  praaant  a  haaard  to  tanker 
traffic  in  thla  relatively  narrow  paaaaga . 
EPA  auggaata  that  discussion  be  given  to  the 
praaanoa  or  ahaanca  of  auoh  oooditlona  and. 
If  praaant,  their  ralatlonahlp  to  tha  probabil- 
ity of  tankar  acoldanta  and  oil  apilla  In  tha 
araa  of  Valdai  Harrows  and  to  tha  qmelng  of 
ahlpa  antaring  or  dopartlng  Port  Valdai . 

Reference  ahould  ba  made  to  Port  Valdai 
bolng  an  loa  fraa  port. 

Significant  dlffarantlal  displacements  ars 
mentioned  to  ba  poaalbla  at  locatlona  whsra 
tha  propoaad  pipeline  croaaaa  tha  San  Jacinto 
and  Ban  Andreas  fault  aonaa  and  that  thla 
altuatlon  must  ba  oonaidarad  In  tha  plpallna 
dasign.   Mo  mention  is  wade  in  tha  daaoriptlon 
of  tha  propoaad  project  for  apaolal  provision 
in  plpallna  construction  in  fault  araaa .   On 
paga  2-67  it  la  not  olaar  what  "precautions 
will  ba  takan  to  prevent  rupture"  during  a 
Contingency  Laval  Earthquake.   Tha  final  EXS 
ahould  praaant  an  appropriate  diaouaalon  of 
oonstruotion  sltsrnatlvae  In  aanaltive  fault 


tTA  auggaata  that  tha  phyaloal  daaoriptlon 
of  tha  Port  Valdaa  araa,  particularly  tha 
paaaaga  known  aa  Valdaa  Marrows  which  oonnaota 
Prlnoa  William  Sound  with  Port  Valdai,  ba 
covered  in  graatar  detail.   A  email  ialand, 
tmrmed  'Middle  Rook,"  located  on  tha  waat  aide 
of  the  peesage,  raatrlcta  movement  of  tankara 
to  a  900  yard  wide  channel  to  tha  aeet  of 
the  rook.   Shoal  rook  at  a  10  foot  depth  and 
measuring  300  yards  wide  and  400  yarda  long 
forma  a  baae  for  tha  ialand.   These  rocke  aa 
wall  aa  other  ahoal  araaa  In  tha  Harrowa  will 
be  a  elgnifloant  factor  in  determining  tha  mode 
of  tankar  traffic  into  and  out  from  tha  Port  of 
Valdaa . 
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•action  2.1.11.1 
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■EPA  augqests  that  the  final  EXS  Include 
la  dlacuaaion  of  air  quality  related  to  the 
I Federal  oxidant  etanderd  of  t   ppm  (1  hour) . 
liable  2.1.6.2-1  should  slso  include 
[information  releted  to  the  Federal  standard. 
I  Figure  2.1.4.2-1  ahould  also  be  contrested 
Iwlth  the  EPA  and  California  projections  for 
Ifuture  attainment  of  thla  atandard. 

Section  2.1.6.2.  chooaas  laea  than  options* 
charts  and  statlatlos  to  repreaant  existing 
air  quality.   A  summary  of  tranda  In  total 
emissions  of  sll  pollutants  (Figure  2.1.6.2-1) 
is  not  particularly  useful  and  can 
actually  ba  misleading.   Trends  In 
amissions  of  Individual  pollutants  for 
which  there  are  ambient  atandarda  would 
ba  far  store  useful.   Tranda  In  oxidant 
concent rat lone  ahould  ba  related  to  the 
Federal  atandard  which  I*  more  atrlngant 
and  therefore  binding  under  the  Clean  Air 
hot,  rather  than  tha  State  standard 
(Table  2.1.6.2-1).   The  data  preeenaed  In 
Figures  2.1.6.2-3  and  2.1.6.2-4  are  too 
old  to  be  representative  of  tha  currant 
altuatlon. 

Thla  aectlon  eetLmates  ambient  noise 
levels  for  tha  Port  of  Long  Beach  by 
utilising  the  Environmental  Research  and 
Technology  nolae  propagation  model  developed 
for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management .   It  haa 
not  bean  publiahad  to  thla  date,   will  thla 
model  be  publiahad  or  made  available  to 
other  Federal  agencies?   Thla  information 
ahould  be  included  in  the  final  EXS. 


paga   2-269 


I  Tha   Federal   no*      atandard    la   axpreaaed    in 
tarme   of  NO?        and    la   0.05   ppm  on   an   annual 
baala.      We   racommand   that   the'  final   IIS 
Include   a   parallel  discussion  of  other 
Federal    and  State   atandards   and   attainment 
poeelbliltlea  for  each,   amphaalilng  the 
moat   atrlngent   atandard   for   each   pollutant. 
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Looal   SC   ambient   concentration!   are   not   tha 
background   against   which   hydrocarbon 
aaUaaiona   from  tha  projaot  will  ba  eeeaeaed. 
Tha  hydrocarbon  precursor  affect  on  oxidant 
f      formation    la   a   regional   problem  and   a 
better   way    to    judge    tha    Impact   of    thla 
project  would   ba   to  examine   lta    Impact   on 
attainment   and  maintenance  of   the  oxidant 
atandard . 

I  In   paragraph    3,    line   6,    a  word   needs    to   ba 
changed   in   thia   sentence .      The  word   "lower" 
ahould   be   ohanged   to   "higher."      This 
correction   ahould  ba  Included    In   the   final 
etatement . 


Tha   identification  of   aanaltive   noiaa 
reoeptore   along   the   pipeline   route   from 
Banning,   California   to  Midland,    Taxes  was 
not   included   in   tha  draft   EXS.      These 
sensitive  noise   receptors   should   be 
Identified   and   Included   In   the   final 
EIS.      Mapa   2.1.13-3   through   2.1.13-12 
(Planned   Land   Dae,    1985-1990),    suggest 
that  tha   reaidenta   near   pumping   stations 
in   the   to-be-developed   araaa   along   tha 
pipeline   route  may  be    Impacted   by   noiaa 
from  pumping   unite.      Dlacuaaion  on   theee 
topics   should   be   addreeeed    in   the   final 
EXS. 
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Alao,    how  many  of   the   5,000   horaa   power    (hp) 
pumping   unite   will   be   uaed   at   tha   20  main- 
line  pump   stations?      These   5,000   hp  unite 
exhibit   tha   upper    limit   of   pumping   unit 
noise.      This    Information   ahould   be    included 
in   the   flnel   etatement. 

Dlacuaaion   of  marina   traneportatlon   networke 
la    cowered    by    the    sentence    "Established 
tankar    lanes   offer   the  moat   direct   route 
for   the   proposed    See   Lag   and  will   be   uaed." 
Thla    aectlon    should    be    expanded    to    include 
ohareoteriiation   of   the   vessel   traffic 
eeperatlon   acheme   established    for   the  Culf 
of    Santa    Catallna    by    tha   U.S.    Coast    Guard. 
Exploratory  oil   drilling  will  occur  within 
the   traffic    lanes.      Such   activity  may  affaot 
the   asfaty   provided  by   the   traffio   eeperatlon 


73 


I  scheme   and  may  have   a   direct   bearing  on   ship 
traffio  movants   to   and   from  tha   Port  of 
Long   Beach. 


pmga   2-1029        74  |  Section   2.2.1   ia  missing. 


paga   2-1031 
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The  analysis  of   projected   future   air   quality 
In  tha   Loa   Angeles   Air  Shad  without   tha 
projaot  ahould  address  tha  aubjeoi  of  tha 
likelihood    of   numerous    relatively    small, 
non-lnartad  oil   tankara   transporting   Alaakan 
Crude   to   Long   Beach   under   tha    scenario   that 
larger,   more  modern,    lnerted,    aagregetad 
ballast   ahlpa  would  be  utilised  for  long 
distance    transport   auoh  aa   to  tha   Panama 
Canal   or   Japan.      Suoh   ships   could   conceivably 
exalt  mora   air   pollutants   than   tha   propoaad 
SOHIO  ahlpa   importing  Alaakan  Crude    into  the 
proposed  terminal    facility.      Thla   point   la 
covered   to   some   extant  on  paga    132   of   Chapter 

Table    2.2.6.1-4    Indicates    that    HC    emissions 
between    the    years    1990    and    2000  will    remain 
relatively  the   same.      Further,   Table 
1.2. a. 1-3    indicates    HQx   amission    reductions 
by  tha  year   2000.      Bow  does   thia   relate   to 
tha    projected    oxidant    ambient    air  quality 
increases   In   the  year   2000  given   in 
Table    3.1.4.1.2-7. 


I  References  to  Sections  2.2.1.  through  2.2. 
are  missing.  Many  others  are  missing  for 
sections    2.2.6.    and   2.2.7. 


Chapter  3 


78: 


79| 


I  EPA  la  unable  to  make  an  evaluation 

of  tha  draft  EIS  statement  that. 
|  after  tradeoff a ,  the  projaot  will  ba 

•insignificant"  (in  terms  of  air 
I  quality  impact)  without  additional 

dmtall  on  the  proposed  tradeoff 
|  measures.   The  final  BIS  ahould  Include 

suoh  detail. 

Tha  draft  EIS  msntlons  here  that 
Fuget  Sound,  with  deep  water,  oould 
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page    3-120 


79 


80 


81 


it 

accommodate  larger  tanker*  (180,000DVT) 
than  San  rr&nclsco  and  that  with  such 
large  vessels  and  consequentially  fewer 
departures,  tha  number  of  accidenta 
would  drop  accordingly.   Currant 
legislation  In  tha  State  of  Washington 
and  aubaequant  litigation  involve 
prohibition  of  tankers  greater  than 
12  5,000dwt  entering  Puget  Sound.   If 
the  State  law  le  upheld,  the  accident 
ratea  could  be  higher  than  those  lleted 
In  Table  3.1.5.2-3. 

Page  3-92  of  the  draft  BIS  etatea  that 
water  quality  atandarde  of  both  Arizona 
and  California  would  be  exceeded  during 
the  period  of  in stream  oonat ruction . 
Crosaing  water  bodies  such  aa  the 
Colorado  River  ie  expected  to  produce 
algniflcant  water  quality  impacts  such 
aa  an  increase  In  turbidity,  a  reduction 
of  dissolved  oxygen  and  an  Inoreaae  of 
tha  biological  oxygen  demand.   The  EPA 
recommends  that  coordination  with  local 
Soil  Conaervation  Districts  be  Initiated 
to  assist  in  planning  preventive  erosion 
and  sedimentation  mltlgative  measures 
to  Insure  least  ijnpaote  to  water  quality. 

Until  this  page,  there  has  bean  no  previous 
discussion  of  storage  tanke  at  either  Xndio 
or  Redlngton.  EPA  recommends  dlecuaelon  of 
these  tanks  in  the  pump  station  description 
of  the  final  EZ8  along  with  the  inclusion 
of  an  emissions  aaalyela  in  greater  detail. 


.|We  bel 

?|  enlssl 

I  *is lee. 
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ding  and  should  be  omitted. 

Aa  emissions  from  short  ten  oonstruetlon 
activities  are  predicted  to  violate  802, 
particulate  and  CO  standards,  the  final 
EIS  should  better  explain  why  CO 
emissions  from  this  activity  will  have 
"no  impact." 

EPA  views  all  non -me thane  hydrocarbon a 
as  reactive  and  the  final  118  should 
acknowledge  this  Item.   Also,  as  the 
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area  is  not  now  attaining  the  oxidant 
standard,  all  non-methane  hydrocarbon 
emissions  will  contribute  to  an  exietir 
violation  unless  specific  offsets  are 
obtained . 


page  3-120,  123  |  The  f 

85  I  fetal 

■  speci 


al  EIS  should  include  additio 
regarding  tanker  operations, 
cally  ballasting  a.  d  purging. 

mphasi 


ial 


I  The  final  EIS  should  further 
the  concept  of  "frequency  of  occurrence 
particularly  in  the  area  of  estimating 
probable  annual  hydrocarbon  emissions ■ 


page  3-127, 

table 

3.1.6.1.2-7 
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The  cause  for  the 
in  oxidant  levels 
immediately  evidei 
emission  scenario 
2000  cases  with  oi 
changed.  Some  dii 
in  the  final  EIS  < 
increases  in  emie; 
project  related  ii 
(e.g.  EPA  would  ei 
to  remain  approxii 
values  and  decreai 


project  related  changes 
in  the  year  2000  is  not 
t  since  the  same  project 
is  used  \n  the  1980  and 
ly  the  background  level 
cussion  should  be  given 
s  to  why  the  background 
ions  produce  a  proportionat 
crease  in  O3  concentration 
pect  the  project  impact 
ately  the  same  in  absolute 
e  greatly  in  proportionat*1 
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The  "probability  of  occurrence"  discussion 
on  tanker  scenarios  is  not  descriptive 
when  it  uses  the  phrase  "lower  if  not  zero." 
This  is  an  important  point  and  numbers  should 
be  provided  in  the--fin.a-l  EIS  as  there  can 
be  a  great  deal  of  difference  between  "lower" 
and  "zero".   Further,  it  is  not  clear  to 
EPA  why  table  3.1.6.2-3  shows  the  potential 
occurences  to  increase  rathern  than  decrease 
in  the  "expansion"  scenarios . 


lalysis  of  the  S0X  impact  is  additi 
iggests  that  the  total  impact  be 

r  quality  plus 


page  3-130       ■  The 
89 1  EPA 

■  discussed  (e.g.  amhitm.  a 
I  the  project  contribution) 

page  3-132       a  The  discussion  of  emission  reductions 
aa  I  due  to  substitution  of  the  Alaskan 
"u  I  tankers  burning  .5%S  fuel  with  segregated 
I  ballast  for  the  older  foreign  vessels 


20 

90 1  burning   3«S  fuel  with  non-segregated 
I  ballast   should   be   expanded   in   the    final 
I  lis.      Thle   type   of   analysis  may  be   used 
I  in  emission   tradeoff   studies. 


The    referenced    section    (3.1.16.5.2)    does 
not  exlat   although   Table    3.1.16.5-1   doea 
Indicate   a   200,000  bbl/day   replacement   of 
high   eulfur   foreign   crude  with   Alaskan 
orude    (aouroe    for   the    465,000   bbl/day 
la   not   readily   apparent).      BPA  auggeata 
that   the   emissions   analyele   be   explicitly 
included   in   the  Appendix   and   that   an   analyaia 
of  the   emlaaiona    for   a   200,000   to   465,000 
bbl/day   replacement   of   foreign   crude   with- 
out  the   Pier  J  project   be    included   since 
this    la    a    likely   alternative.      A    similar 
SOHIO  Transportation  Company   analyaia 
(Impact  of   the   SOHIO   Project   on  Air   Emlaaiona 
in   the   Long   Beach  Port  Area,    Auguet   20,    1976) 
Indicates    a   lower   level   of   emlaaiona   and 
aeneltivity    to   Elk  Bills   oil   disposition. 
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page  3-137 


cage   3-395 


Chapter  4 
page   4-1 
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I  Proposed  mitigating  measurea  such  as 
substituting  generators  for  power  lines  at 
several  pumping  stations  will  result  in 
localized  emlsaiona.   The  final  BIS  should 
analyie  the  lmpacta  of  euch  emlaaiona. 

The  pipeline  capacity  in  Table  3.1.16.5-4 
la  2. SI  billion  eft/day  without  the  30  inch 
pipeline.   In  tha  text  era  page  3-393,  2.0 
billion  eft/day  le  used  aa  well  aa  in 
Table  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6.   The  final 
EXS  should  addreas  these  differences. 

Table  3.1.16.5-5  indicates  a  97»  load  factor 
in  1963,  not  in  1981  aa  discussed  in  the  text 
on  page  3-394.   The  1981  date  la  for  the  "high 
volume"  oaae  only,  and  ehould  be  ao  indicated 
In  the  final  atatement. 


The  aectioK  on  mitigating  measures  contains 
over  60  pages  of  mitigating  or  offaettlng 
measures  either  required  or  proposed  by 
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various  agenclea  and  commitments  on   the 
part  of  SOHIO.   Many  of  these  may  evolve 
into  permit  conditiona  to  be  adhered  to  by 
SOHIO  during  the  construction  and  operations 
phases  of  the  project.   Other  proposed 
meaaures  may  be  imposed  on  other  entities 
such  as  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  and  foreign 
flag  vessels .   Should  the  project  be 
authorized  to  proceed  by  all  relevant  federal 
State,  and  local  agencies,  many  complex  and 
dlveraified  guidelines,  monitoring  require- 
ments, and  inspection  schedulee  will  be 
imposed  upon  the  project  to  assure  environ- 
mental compatibility.   EPA  suggests  that  a 
raderal  taak  force  be  considered  by  BLM 
for  the  overall  coordination  of  the 
implementation  of  environmental  require- 
ments imposed  on  the  project. 


On  thie  pag«  of  the  draft  EIS,  there  la 
a  atatement  that  ell  mltlgatlve  meaeures 
to  Insure  good  air  quality  within  the 
Los  Angeles  Air  Shed  are  technologically 
feasible  and  legelly  enforceable  with  one 
exception.   The  exoeptlon  arises  because  of 
the  question  of  enforceability  of  a  rule 
prohibiting  ballasting  into  petroleum  cargo 
tanks  at  the  Pier  J  facility.   However,  if 
this  rule  la  not  strictly  applied,  there 
could  he  air  pollution  ineldente  downwind 
from  Pier  J  when  nigh  nyarocarooS  aiaiasl&nai 
reault  from  such  ballasting.   EPA  euggeete 

-  thorough  dlacuasion  of  the  ballasting 
"1  EIS. 


that 
^problem  be  inoluded  in  the  fi 

EPA  recommends  uaing  a  "worat  case 
assumption"  of  100*  oxidation  of  NO* 
to  N02  lmmedietely.   The  impacts  of  thle 
oxidation  ahould  be  provided  in  the  final 
statement. 


^>*ae  5-14  .  *>  explanation  of  sir  quality  Impacts 
■  of  tho  propoeed  pumping  stations  have 
07  I  h**"  included  in  the  draft  EIS.  epa 
'*  I  recommends  that  the  final  3IS  Include 
I  an  analyels  of  emlsaiona  of  hydrocarbona 
I  from  pumps,  valves  and  proposed  storage 
I  tanke  (aa  well  as  spills),  and  emissions 
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97 1  °f  «u  'i*»  crlterie  pollutant!  from 
|  operation  of  the  standby  generators . 

Chapf  r  I 

I  Chapter    •   provides   a   summary    Including   air   quality   impact 
par   alternative.      However   uaa   of   tha   tama   alight,    moderate, 
and  high   la   not   aufflolant   In  a   projaot  of   thla  laagnltuda. 
Tha   ralatlva    impact  a   naed   to  conaldar   whether   tha   maaqs 
will   oa  exceeded   In  a   apaclflc   araa .      Purther,    aoanarloa 

I  In   tha    final   IIS   ahould   allow  aaoh   altarnatlva   to   assume 
tha   itM  Mitigating  measures   aa   thoaa   essumed    for   tha 
Port  of   Long   Baach .      Thla   would   improve   tha   currant 
comparison  which    la  alalaadlng    In   that    It  shows   tha   Long 
Baach   altarnatlva  having  much   laas    Impact   on   air   quality 
than   tha  othar   altarnatlvaa . 

I  Mao,    thara    la   a   tandancy ,    whan  dlacuaalng   altarnata 
antry   porta   in  California,    to  undaratata   air  quality 
problems.      Significant  oxidant  violations,    for   example, 
occur    "downwind"   of   Bstaro   Bay,    San   Luis   Obispo  Bay, 
Oxnard   and   camp   Pendleton.      Tha    final    BX6   ahould   nota 
and   oonsldsr   auch   violations    In   tha   analyals   of 
altarnatlvss . 

Appendix 

As   statad    In   Appendix   A3. 1.4.1,    savaral    paranatars   of 
sediment   quality  within   tha   Long  Baach   Harbor   axoaad 
tha  proposad   crltarla    for  dataminlng   tha    acceptability 
of    aedimenta    for  disposal   proposad   by   tha   Environmental 
Protection  Aganoy   Region   IX.      Thesa   parameter a    includa 
cadmium,    xlno,    atro«y,    »nd   oil   and  graaaa .      Rasuspansion 
of   thaaa   pollutant a   oould  hava   adver**   arrw<rte   —   »h. 
watar  quality  and  aquatic   Ufa  within   the   harbor   araa. 
Tha   final   statement   would   be   etrangthened   by   further 
diacuasioa  of   possible   impacts   to   fish   and   crustaceana   aa 
a   raault   of   rertapension  of   these  pollutants. 

page  A-SO 


I  Sow   la   purging   related   to   tank   cleaning? 
It  aaaraa   that   the   two  paragraphs    Involving 
tha   ballast   paasage    to  port   ara  deecriblng 
Independent   operations.      What    Is   the   sequence 
Of  operations    (e.g.    purge,   waah ,    purge)? 


a  Aa  I  What    Is    tha    ralatlva    frequency    of    purging 
1  "^  |  between    * 


1U3|  figur#   a.1 
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lnerted   and   non-lnarted    tanker a* 


SPA   believes    it  would   be   helpful   to  desorlbe 
the  aeteorologlcal   condition*   of   tha   calibration 
day,    29   September    1»*».      The   ballaatlng 
operation   oould   result    in   tha   BC  emissions 
reaalning   near   tha   surface   at   tha   facility, 
aspeolally  when  expoaed   to   low  wind   a  peed a . 
Tha  alxlng   assumed   by   the   reactive  aodel 
aay   therefore   not   actually   occur. 


page   A-2721  If   the   downwind  and   croaswind   dispersion 
I  ooefflolents    in   the   equation  caaa   froa 
I  Turner   then   a   correction    factor   is   required 
1071  to   reflect   one-hour   averaging.      The   current 
I  results   would   tend    to  overestimate 
I  ooncentratlona . 


277|  SPA   raooanmnds   that   the    final   SIS  nsrratlve 

I  describe  efforta   now  under   way   to   better   deflni 

08  I  atorage   tank   amissions   and   to  demonetrate 

I  that    thay   are    lower   than   API    2517   would  estlma 


page   A-277a  ETA   re 
210 

1 

thay 


page  A-287 
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*ormulae   ahould   readt 

(n   P/24)»     ftna      (2.2/24 


.196) 


Tha  above  formulae  give  the  approximate 
probability  of  a  simultaneous  event 
(e.g.,  ballasting  In  port)  at  any  lnetant 
in  time  during  tha  year,  .art*  r*m\  ■Wil*u. 
for  example,  of  three  70V.  tenkers 


simultaneously  ballasting  for  a$  l**<t 
an  hour  during  tha  y«*r  would  be  lee'a,. 


RESPONSE 

Comment    #1 

The    text  of   Section   2.1.6.5  has   been 
rewritten   to   reflect   this   comment. 


Comment    #2 

A  table   has 
A3. 1.6.1    whi 
emissions    fr 
assess    the  m 
requirements 
regional    inv 
given   in   Sec 
status   of   ap 
offs    has   bee 
of    the   FES. 
air   quality 
tion  3.1.6.3 
yet    proposed 
for    the   Midi 


been_ added  to 
ch  lists  all  e 
om  the  project 
agnitude  or  th 
A  current  L 
entory  of  emis 
tion  2.2.6,1 . 
plicant  propos 
n    added    in   Sec 

The    treatment 

has   been   expan 

The    applica 

hydrocarbon   t 
and   area. 


Appendix 
stimated 

in   order   to 
e    trade-off 
os    Angeles 
s i on s    is 

The   current 
ed   trade- 
tion  4.1.5 

of  Midland 
ded    in   Sec- 
nt    has    not 
rade-of f s 


Comment    #3 

An  expansi 
permits,  a 
This  is  st 
this  ES. 
ject  would 
view  under 
guidelines 
tion  that 
been  addre 
to  IMPACTS 
been   remov 

Comment   #4 


on  mode   would    involve   new 

new  ES ,    and   new   impacts. 

ated    in  various    places   in 

A  modification   of   the   pro- 

also   require  new  source  re- 

appropriate   rules   and 

To    forestall    any   implica- 
IMPACTS  of  expansion  have 
ssed   in   this   ES;    references 

from  an   expansion  mode   have 
ed    from   the    FES. 


The    text   of   Section   2.1.6.5   has   been 
rewritten   and    addresses   the  comment. 

Comment   #5 

The   applicant   has  not    submitted   a  com- 
prehensive  description   of   the   Domin- 
guez   Hills   terminal    except    as   illus- 
trated  in   Figure    1.1.1.2-4   in   Chapter 
1,    Section   1.1.1.2,    Facilities. 

Comment   #6 

The  hydrostatic  test  plan  is  presented 
in  Section  1.2.3.2,  under  Testing,  and 
in   Appendix   Al . 2 . 3 . 2 . 
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Comment  #7 

Oil  spill  contingency  plans  have  been 
completed  and  are  referenced  in  the 
FES.   Impacts  in  Chapter  5  take  into 
consideration  the  general  provisions 
of  the  contingency  plans. 

Comment  #8 

This  statement  was  corrected  in 
Section  1.2.2.1,  under  Dredge  and 
Fill. 

Comment  #9 

Although  an  archaeological  field  sur- 
vey was  not  completed  in  time  for  in- 
clusion in  the  FES,  a  detailed  de- 
scription of  the  procedures  to  be  fol- 
lowed and  the  mitigating  measures  in- 
volved is  presented  in  Section  4.2.8. 
Tanker  route  information  and  analysis 
developed  by  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  incorpor- 
ated into  appropriate  sections 
throughout  the  FES. 

Comment  #10 

Refer  to  the  responses  to  Comments  1 
and  2 . 


Comment  #11 

The  discussion  of  mitigating  measures 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  FES  has  been  sub- 
stantially revised  and  expanded.   See 
Section  4.1.5  for  a  discussion  of  pro- 
posed trade-offs.   Uncommitted  trade- 
offs are  treated  as  only  potential 
ones  and  are  not  taken  into  account  in 
the  discussion  on  unavoidable  impacts 
(Chapter  5).   If  these  impacts  are  un- 
acceptable, then  acceptable  trade-offs 
would  be  the  subject  of  later  negotia- 
tions between  the  applicant  and  regul- 
atory agencies  during  the  permitting 
process.   Please  refer  to  response  to 
Comment  2  above. 

Comment  #12 

See  the  revised  text  in  Sections 
3.1.6.1.1,  3.1.6.2.1,  and  3.1.6.3.1  in 
the  FES.   See  also  response  to  Comment 
11  above.   Offsets  during  construction 
are  not  discussed  in  the  EPA 
guidelines  and  new  source  rules;  no 
reference,  therefore,  is  made  to  this 
concept  in  the  FES. 


Comment  #13 

Refer  to  the  response  to  Comment  3 
above.   The  SOHIO  design  allows  easy 
expansion,  and  this  is  discussed  in 
Chapter  1  (Project  Description) . 

Comment  #14 

Refer  to  the  response  to  Comments  3 
and  13  above. 

Comment  #15 

The  section  on  potential  air  quality 
impacts  near  Midland  has  been  expanded 
in  the  FES.   See  Section  3.1.6.3. 

Comment  #16 

The  discussion  on  Midland  air  quality 
has  been  expanded  in  Section  3.1.6.3. 
The  latest  available  data  were  used  in 
the  inventory  analysis.   See  response 
to  Comment  12  above. 


Comment  #17 

As  discussed  in  Sections  2.1.16.5  and 
3.1.16.5  on  Energy  Supp ly/ Demand .  the 
introduction  of  Alaskan  crude  oil 
would  have  little  or  no  impact  on  the 
refining  and  petrochemical  industries 
in  the  Permian  Basin  area.   Existing 
refineries  in  the  area  have  an  approx- 
imate capacity  of  299,000  bbl/cd,  and 
sufficient  crude  oil  of  the  type  for 
which  the  facilities  are  designed  is 
locally  available  in  adequate  amounts 
at  this  time.   The  possible  future  use 
of  Alaskan  crude  in  the  area  was  rein- 
vestigated and  determined  to  be  un- 
likely because  of  existing  local  sup- 
plies ,  the  need  for  physical  adjust- 
ments in  present  refineries  to  handle 
the  Alaskan  crude,  and  marketing  con- 
ditions.  However,  the  decision  to  use 
Alaskan  crude  in  existing  refineries 
or  in  new  refineries  or  petrochemical 
industries  at  some  future  date  would 
have  to  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  econ- 
omic and  environmental  conditions  at 
that  time. 

Comment  #18 

The  air  quality  study  of  Valdez  used 
the  best  available  data.  No  changes 
were  made  in  the  text. 
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Comment  #19 


Comment  #22 


This  study  used  the  best  available 
methodology.   After  reanalysis  of  the 
data,  no  text  change  was  believed  to 
be  warranted. 

Comment  #20 

The  emissions  figures  were  calculated 
using  the  best  available  data.   The 
methodology  is  described  in  the  ERT 
report,  "Final  Report,  BLM-SOHIO  Pro- 
ject, Volume  5:  Air  Quality,  1976," 
which  is  referenced  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #21 

This  study  used  the  best  available 
methodology.   Model  calibration  pro- 
cedures were  employed  using  air 
quality  and  meteorology  data  for 
Valdez.   Section  3.1.6  acknowledges 
the  lack  of  validation  experience  for 
Valdez  and  for  reactive  modeling  of 
intensive  peak  concentrations. 


For  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  the  plume 
rise  for  tankers  and  the  proximity  of 
terrain  to  the  Port  facilities  have 
been  determined  to  preclude  the  possi- 
bility of  terrain  interaction.   No 
text  changes  were  believed  necessary. 
Further  analysis  of  Valdez  air 
quality,  including  terrain  inter- 
action, has  been  added  in  Section 
3.1.6,  under  Port  Valdez. 

Comment  #23 

The  description  of  the  hydrostatic 
test  plan  has  been  revised  and  updated 
in  Chapter  1  in  Section  1.2.3.2,  under 
Testing.   A  more  detailed  procedure  is 
included  in  Appendix  Al . 2 . 3 . 2 .   Cor- 
responding impacts  in  Chapter  3  have 
also  been  revised  based  on  this  addit- 
ional information. 

Comments  #24  and  #25 

These  items  were  corrected  in  Section 
1.2.2.1,  under  Dredge  and  Fill.   Al- 
ternative disposal  sites,  potential 
impacts,  and  mitigation  are  not  pre- 
sently known  and  would  be  subject  to 
further  analysis  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  during  the  permit- 
ting process. 


Comment  #26 

The  applicant  considered  both  an  over- 
head crossing,  which  would  utilize  the 
existing  crossings,  and  constructing  a 
new  one.   Neither  was  acceptable  be- 
cause of  the  aesthetic  impact  and  the 
cost . 

Comment  #27 

The  two-year  period  is  an  approxima- 
tion of  the  length  of  time  necessary 
for  on-site  and  downstream  stabiliza- 
tion of  aquatic  life.  Repair  and/or 
maintenance  will  be  necessary  in  the 
unlikely  event  of  a  pipeline  break  at 
the  river  crossing. 

Comment  #28 

Many  details  are  known  about  the  pro- 
posed designs  for  river  crossings,  but 
certain  specific  details  remain  to  be 
worked  out.   If  the  proposed  project 
is  implemented,  final  Federal  approval 
of  Colorado  River  crossing  design  will 
be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 


Comment  #29 

Water  intakes  on  the  Colorado  River 
are  not  identified  in  the  ES.   The 
discussions  in  Sections  3.1.8.2.1, 
Construction  (Aquatic)  and  3.1.8.2.2, 
Operation  (Aquatic),  on  oil  spill  im- 
pacts would  also  apply  to  the  water 
intakes  mentioned. 

Comment  #30 

It  was  believed  that  a  more  detailed 
description  of  construction  techniques 
would  not  cause  an  improvement  in  the 
turbidity  impact  analysis.   Section 
3.1.8.1  nas  been  modified  to  describe 
dredging  processes  which  contribute  to 
turbidity  and  to  further  define  im- 
pacts associated  with  turbidity. 

Comment  #31 

The   California   refinery  capacity   is 
sufficient   to  handle   the   200,000  bbl/d 
of   Alaska   crude    as    proposed    in   this 
proj  ect . 
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Comment  #32 


Comment  #36 


A  NOx  analysis  for  construction  acti- 
vities is  included  in  Section 

3.1.6.1.1,  A  NOx  analysis  for  project 
operations  has  been  added  to  Section 

3.1.6.1.2,  The  impact  on  the  hydro- 
carbon standard  has  also  been  added  to 
Section  3.1.6.1.2.   The  reference  to 
the  Federal  N02  standard  has  been  cor- 
rected . 

Comment  #33 

Section  4.2.9  has  been  revised  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 

Comment  #34 

Section  4.2.8  describes  the  special 
procedures  which  will  apply  to  cultur- 
al resources  discovered  during  pipe- 
line construction. 

Comment  #35 

Discussion  of  this  subject  is  beyond 
the  scope  of  the  ES. 


The  present  discussion,  of  scenarios 
involving  Alaskan  gas  in  Section 
3.1.16.5  of  the  FES  is  believed  to 
adequately  cover  impacts  on  California 
natural  gas  supplies  based  on  current 
information . 

Comment  #37 

Requirements  for  the  type  of  sanitary 
facilities  and  measures  to  avoid  con- 
taminating any  waters  along  the  pro- 
posed route  by  equipment  and  service 
areas  will  be  included  in  the  stipula- 
tions issued  prior  to  construction. 

Comment  #38 

No  pipelines  have  had  a  history  of 
fault-caused  rupture  along  the  pro- 
posed route,  according  to  the  Southern 
California  Gas  and  El  Paso  Natural  Gas 
companies.   Section  4.1.2  states  that 
the  applicant  is  committed  to  cross 
the  San  Andreas  fault  at  an  angle  of 
between  70  and  90  degrees  unless  an 
acceptable  alternative  is  provided. 


Comment  #39 

Adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  proj- 
ect on  recreational  plans  for  a  marina 
and  amusement  park  in  the  immediate 
area  of  Pier  J  are  primarily  visual 
impacts  which  are  discussed  in  Section 
3.1.10.1,  Port  of  Long  Beach. 
Coordination  with  local  planning  au- 
thorities is  discussed  in  Sections 
9.6.1  and  9.7  of  the  FES.   No  addi- 
tional discussion  of  these  impacts  was 
believed  to  be  necessary. 

Comment  #40 

A  general  factual  comparison  of  each 
port  and  pipeline  alternative  have 

been  added  in  comparative  tables  in 

Section  8.0.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #41 

This  item  was  corrected  in  Section 
1.2.3.1,  under  Dredge  and  Fill. 

Comment  #42 

This  item  was  corrected  with  latest 
updated  information  in  Section 
1.1.1.1,  under  Sea  Leg. 


Comment  #43 

The  marketing  arrangements  between 
SOHIO  and  British  Petroleum  are  con- 
sidered beyond  the  scope  of  this  ES 

Comment  #44 

The  applicant  has  proposed  Dominquez 
Hills  as  the  inland  terminal-  see 
Section  1.1.1.1,  under  Details  of 
California  Route. 

Comment  #45 

This  item  has  been  corrected  in 
Section  1.1,  Background  in  Brief. 

Comment  #46 

As   discussed   in   Section   1.2.3.3   and 
1.2.3.4,    access   trails   would   be  main- 
tained   in   the   right-of-way   along  most 
of   the   pipeline.      The    impacts   or  such 
a   trail   have  been   treated    for  all   re- 
levant  resources    in   Chapter   3.      Main- 
tenance  roads   outside    the   proposed 
right-of-way  would   require   additional 
permits   and   environmental    analyses 
where   public    lands   are   involved. 
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Comment  #47 


Comment  #53 


This  item  was  corrected  in  Section 
1.1.1.1,  under  Details  of  the 
California  Route,  to  state  that  the 
pipeline  would  cross  under  Alameda 
Boulevard . 

Comment  #48 

This  item  is  now  discussed  in  Section 
1.2.2.1,  under  Tanker  Berths. 

Comment  #49 

Figure  1.1.1.2-4  has  been  revised. 

Comment  #50 

This  item  has  been  corrected  in 
Section  1.2.2.1,  under  Dredge  and 
Fill. 

Comment  #51 

This  statement  has  been  changed  to  re- 
flect this  comment  in  Section  1.2.2.1, 
under    Storage    Tanks . 

Comment   #52 

This  source  of  water  for  tank  testing 
has  been  added  to  Section  1.2.2.1, 
under  Storage  Tanks . 


This  information  is  still  in  the 
process  of  development  by  the  appli- 
cant and  is  not  yet  available  for  the 
text. 

Comment  #54 

The  mitigating  measure  in  Section 
4.1.3  has  been  changed  to  require  the 
best  available  leak  detection  system. 

Comment  #55 

Impacts  of  quarrying  on  Santa  Catalina 
Island  have  been  discussed  in  the  ap- 
propriate sections  of  Chapter  3. 

Comment  #56 

Items  such  as  this  were  not  discussed 
in  detail,  as  they  did  not  directly 
relate  to  impacts.   Oil  spills  caused 
by  tanker  accidents  are  discussed  in 
appropriate  sections. 

Comment  #57 

The   discussion    in    Section    1.2.3.2, 
under   Cleanup   and   Restoration,    and 
related   discussions   in    following 
chapters   are   believed   to   adequately 
cover  desert   restoration. 


Comment  #58 

This  item  has  been  added  to  Table 
1.3.1-1. 

Comment  #59 

This  item  was  included  in  Table 
1.3.1.5-1  in  Section  1.3.1.5,  under 
Other  Federal  Regulations  and  Codes. 

Comment  #60 

The  discussion  of  wind  at  Valdez  has 
been  rewritten  in  Section  2.1.1  of  the 
FES.   The  maximum  wind  speed  (200  mph) 
reported  is  not  documented  and  there- 
fore not  cited  in  the  FES.   An  ex- 
panded discussion  of  tanker  hazards  in 
Prince  William  Sound  is  included  in 
the  Tanker  Traffic  Study,  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A. 

Comment  #6 1 

The  fact  was  incorporated  in  Section 
2.1.1.1  of  the  FES. 


Comment  #62 

Specific  design  plans  for  construction 
in  fault  zones  have  not  been  completed 
for  inclusion  in  the  FES.   However, 
the  pipeline  will  cross  the  San 
Andreas  and  San  Jacinto  fault  zones  at 
an  angle  approaching  90  degrees,  with 
the  pipe  buried  within  a  cohesionless 
backfill.   This  will  allow  the  pipe  to 
rise  up  and  slide  along  the  ground 
surface  in  the  event  of  significant 
ground  displacement . 

Comment  #63 

This  information  is  part  of  the  updat- 
ed Tanker  Traffic  Study  in  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #64 

A  brief  discussion  of  air  quality  off- 
shore, including  the  Santa  Barbara 
area,  is  given  in  the  context  of  air 
quality  impacts  in  Section  3.1.6.1.2. 
Tabulated  data  have  also  been  added  to 
Chapter  8  on  alternatives  to  the  proj- 
ect^ Activity  from  other  projects  has 
no  significant  bearing  on  determining 
the  incremental  impacts  from  this  pro- 
posed project. 
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Comment  #65 


Comment  #69 


Table  2.1.6.2.-1  and  Figure  2.1.6.2-1 
have  been  replaced  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #66 

Section  2.1.6.2  and  Figure  2.1.6.2-3 
have  been  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #67 

ERT  did  not  contribute  to  preparation 
of  this  section.   Sources  of  previous- 
ly published  information  are  discussed 
in  the  first  paragraph  of  Section 
2.1.11.1.   Sources  for  Figures 
2,1.11.1-1  and  3.1.11.1.1-1  haye  been 
cited  in  the  FES.   Credit  is  given  in 
Section  3.1,11.1.1  to  the  California 
State  EIR  as  source  for  the  estimated 
levels  due  to  pile  driving.   The  pro- 
pagation model  was  a  simple  geometric 
dispersion  model  and  is  discussed  in 
the  State  of  California  EIR. 

Comment  #68 

The  text  was  corrected  in  reference  to 

the  Federal  annual  NOx  standard.   The 

discussion  of  nitrogen  oxides  has  been 
revised  for  the  FES. 


Local  hydroc 
tions  are  th 
hydrocarbon 
will  be  asse 
fundamental 
model  predic 
(see  Section 
revised  to  i 
hours  measur 
tionship  to 

Comment  #70 


arbon  ambient  concentra-7 
e  background  against  which 
emissions  from  the  project 
ssed  because  they  are  a 
input  to  the  photochemical 
tion  of  oxidant  impact 
3.1.6)  ,   The  text  was 
nclude  the  0600  to  0900 
ement  time  and  the  rela- 
oxidant  formation. 


Section  2.1.11  has  been  substantially 
revised . 

Comment  #71 

Table  2.1.11.2-1  was  extensively 
revised  for  the  FES. 

Comment  #72 

Table  1.2.3.2-24  lists  the  horsepower 
requirements  for  all  the  pump  sta- 
tions.  Information  pertaining  to  the 
noise  output  of  5,000  hp  pumping  units 
is  found  in  Appendix  A3. 1.11. 1.2  of 
the  FES. 


Comment  #73 

A  discussion  of  vessel  traffic  in  the 
Santa  Barbara  Channel  has  been 
expanded  in  Section  2.1.14  of  the  FES 
See  also  Appendix  Al.l.l.l-A,  Tanker 
Traffic  Study. 

Comment  #74 

Section  2.2.1  on  Future  Climate  was 
added  to  the  FES. 

Comment  #75 

This  emission  problem  has-  been  added 
to  Appendix  A3 . 1 . 6 . 1 . 


Comment  #76 

It  has  been  shown  by  B.  Dimitriades 
and  others  in  smog  chamber  experiments 
that  as  the  hydrocarbon  to  nitrogen 
oxides  ratio  increases,  the  oxidant 
level  is  found  also  to  increase. 
Since  the  large  increase  in  oxidant 
levels  for  Year  2000  without  the  pro- 
ject are  controversial,  the  results  of 
the  modeling  have  been  removed  from 
the  FES. 


Comment  #77 

There  were  no  references  cited  in 
Sections.  2,2,1  through  2.2.5.   The 
numbering  error  for  2.2.6  and  2.2.7 
references  was  corrected. 

Comment  #78 

Section  3.0  which  summarizes  impacts 
has  been  substantially  revised.   Also 
see  the  response  to  Comment  11. 

Comment  #79 

The  text  in  Section  3.1.5.1.2  recogn- 
ized the  possibility  of  differing  ac- 
cident rates  for  Puget  Sound  depending 
on  tanker  size.   However,  these 
statistics  do  not  affect  the  projected 
accident  rates  and  spill  sizes 
described  for  the  proposal  in  this 
section. 

Comment  #80 

This  recommend at ion  has  been  included 
as  a  proposed  mitigating  measure  in 
Section  4.3.2. 
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Comment  #81 


Comment  #86 


These  are  service  tanks  and  are 
discussed  in  Section  1.2.3.2,  under 
Service  Tanks.   Their  very  infrequent 
use  (possibly  once  a  year;  would  re- 
sult only  when  there  was  a  surge  in 
the  system.   A  surge  would  be  unlikely 
in  a  system  of  this  size.   Emissions 
would  be  short-lived  and  minor.   A 
complete  description  of  the  tanks  is 
unavailable  at  this  time. 

Comment  #82 

Comment  was  noted,  but  no  text  change 
was  made. 

Comment  #83 

Please  refer  to  the  revised  text  in 
Section  3.1.6.1.1  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #84 

The  EPA  definition  has  been  referenced 
in  the  footnote  to  Table  3.1.6.1.2-4 
and  to  Appendix  Table  A3. 1.6. 1-7. 

Comment  #85 

Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1  has  been  expanded  to 
describe  tanker  operations  in  more  de- 
tail . 


The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect 
this  comment.   Estimates  of  probable 
annual  hydrocarbon  emissions  have  been 
added  to  Appendix  A3 . 1 . 6 . 1 . 

Comment  #87 

Based  upon  smog  chamber  experiments 
conducted  by  Dimitriades  and  others, 
it  has  been  shown  that  the  impact  of 

fiven  hydrocarbon  emissions  upon  oxi- 
ant  levels  depends  upon  the  back- 
ground levels  of  NOx.   As  long  as  the 
HC  to  NOx  ratio  remains  constant,  the 
application  of  a  linear  rollback  model 
to  oxidant  formation  is  valid.   How- 
ever, it  has  been  shown  that  as  the  HC 
to  NOx  ratio  increases  the  rate  of  ox- 
idant formation  increases.   Also,  re- 
fer to  Comment  76  above. 

Comment  #88 

Section  3.1.6.1.2,  under  Year  2000, 
has  been  revised  in  the  FES  because 
the  quantification  was  ba"sed  on 
assumptions  that  cannot  be  verified  at 
this  time.   See  also  response  to 
Comment  3  above . 


Comment  #89 

For  short-term  impacts,  the  maximum 
concentrations  occurred  onshore  as  a 
result  of  onshore  wind  flow.   For  the 
purposes  of  short-term  calculations, 
the  onshore  flow  was  assumed  to  have  a 
nondetectable  background  level  of  SOx. 

For  long-term  calculations ;  the  pro- 
ject emissions  were  significantly 
small  relative  to  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  emission  inventory  so  that  the 
project  impacts  were  calculated  separ- 
ately, without  the  additiye  effect  of 
the  background  concentrations. 

Comment  #90 

BLM  held  extensive  discussions  with 
the  applicant  on  the  problem  of  quan- 
tifying the  anticipated  back  out. 
Many  variables  are  involved  and  BLM 
was  not  satisfied  that  one  back-out 
figure  and  associated  factors  were 
defined.   More  study  is  necessary  to 
obtain  reliable  quantification  of  ben- 
efits from  back  out.   The  discussion 
of  effects  of  oil  replacement  in 
Section  3.1.6.1.2  has  been  revised. 


Comment  #91 

The  reference  to  Section  3.1.16.5.2  on 
energy  supply  and  demand  was  cor- 
rected.  See  response  to  Comment  90 
above  . 

Comment  #92 

The  proposed  on-site  power  generation 
mitigating  measure  has  been  deleted  in 
the  FES. 

Comment  #93 

The  text  in  Section  3.1.16.5.,  under 
Natural  Gas,  has  been  changed  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #94 

Section  3.1.16.5  has  been  changed    to 
reflect   this   comment. 

Comment    #95 

The  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District  considers  the  measure  en- 
forceable.  Therefore,  Section  5.6.2 
of  the  FES  has  been  revised  to  delete 
this  statement. 
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Comment  #96 

We  do  not  interpret  "NOx  as  N02 "  to 
justify  the  nonphysical  assumption  of 
treating  all  NOx  emissions  as  being 
immediately  converted  to  NO? •   Esti- 
mated worst-case  concentrations  of  NOx 
are  given  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #97 

Expected  emissions  are  presented  in 
Appendix  A3  . 1 . 6  . 1  of  the  FES. 

Comments  #98,  99  and  100 

The  discussion  of  air  quality  impacts 
for  the  various  alternative  ports  has 
been  substantially  revised  and  ex- 
panded in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES.   Rele- 
vant available  data,  mitigating  mea- 
sures, and  National  Ambient  Air  Qual- 
ity standards  were  utilized  and  con- 
sidered in  these  analyses. 


Comment  #101 

A  sediment  sample  taken  from  Station 
41  (see  Figure  2.1.4.1-6)  located  near 
the  perimeter  of  the  proposed  dredging 
exceeded  the  EPA  pollution  parameters 
for  oil  and  grease.   The  samples  taken 
from  the  sampling  stations  located 
within  the  heart  of  the  proposed 
dredging  area  were  found  not  to  exceed 
the  EPA  pollutant  parameters.   If  oil 
and  grease  are  released  as  a  result  of 
the  dredging  operation,  the  possible 
general  effects  to  marine  organisms 
would  be  similar  to  those  discussed 
under  the  operational  oil  spill  im- 
pacts in  the  port  as  presented  in  Sec- 
tion 3.1.8.1.2,  under  Port  of  Long 
Beach. 

Comment  #102 

There  are  no  public  data  available  on 
reliability  of  inert  gas  systems.   If 
proposed  mitigating  measures  are  actu- 
alized, data  would  subsequently  be 
available.   If  an  inerting  system 
fails  there  are  no  known  alternatives. 

Comment  #103 

A  discussion  of  operating  procedures 
has  been  added  to  Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1 . 


Comment  #104 

See  the  response  to  Comment  103  above. 

Comment  #105 

Figure  Al. 1.1. 1-3  has  been  corrected 
to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #106 

The  meteoroloical  conditions  for  the 
model  calibration  day  are  described  in 
the  ERT  report  prepared  for  BLM, 
"Final  Report,  BLM-SOHIO  Project: 
Volume  5.  Air  Quality,  1976."   See 
Chapter  1,  Table  of  Contents,  for 
availability  of  this  study. 

Comment  #107 

Appendix  A3. 1.6  has  been  extensively 
revised.   The  correction  factors  re- 
quired to  calculate  one-  and  three- 
hour  averages  are  included  in  the 
model  computations.   The  introductory 
narrative  has  been  corrected  in 
conformance  with  the  Turner  workbook 
for  Gaussian  diffusion  modeling. 

The  section  on  potential  air  quality 
impacts  near  Midland  has  been  expanded 
in  Section  3.1.6.3  of  the  FES. 


Comment  #108 

The  text  has  been  revised  and  expanded 
in  Section  3.1.6.1.2,  under  Oxidant 
Impacts,  to  reflect  this  c'omment . 

Comment  #109 

As  stated  in  the  comment,  additional 
conditions  lower  the  probability. 
Because  probability  analyses  tend  to 
underestimate  by  assuming  perfect  ran- 
domness, the  refinement  suggested  in 
the  comment  was  not  incorporated  in 
order  to  achieve  a  compensation  of 
effects.   See  the  revised  text  in 
Appendix  A3. 1.6.1. 
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Charles  R.  Tulloss,  Project  Manager 

SOHIO  EIS  Project  Office 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamltos,  CA   90720 


Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 


JAN  2  4  877 


The    staff  of   the   Federal   Power  Commission    (FPC)    has 
reviewed   the  U.S.    Department  of   the    Interior's   Draft   Environ- 
mental   Impact   Statement   concerning   the   "Crude  Oil   Transportation 
System:      Valdez,   Alaska   to  Midland.   Texas    (as   proposed  by 
SOHIO  Transportation  Company)",    and  offers    the    following 
comments. 


SUMMARY  SHEET 

I  Page  ill.  In  Item  2,  which  Is  a  brief  description  of  the 
proposed  action,  the  following  words  should  be  added  to  the 
last    sentence,      ...and   the  Federal    Power  Commission   for 


abandonment 


xisting   Interstate   gas   pipeline    facilities." 
3 


of  Summary  Sheet,    It   should  also  be 
major  oil    spills    could   cause    significant 
impacts   along    the    rest   of   the    tanker  route  also,   not 
Prince  William  Sound  and  along   the   southern  California 


CHAPTER    1    -    DESCRIPTION    OF   THE   PROPOSAL 


timated  cost  of   the   SOHIO  proposal 
or  in   the 
"Detailed  Description  of   the  Project." 


I  Page    1-1. 
should  be    Identified   in   the      Introduction' 


Page    1-2.         In  paragraph   2,    "per  day"    should  be   added 
«  "500,000  barrels1'. 


I  Page    1-2.         In  paragraph  4    the    second   sentence    should  be 
changed  to   read,    "Near  Ehrenberg,   Arizona,    the   pipeline  would 
connect    to  a  669.3-mile    long,    30-inch  natural   gas   pipeline 
owned  by  El    Paso  Natural   Gas  Company  which  would   link...". 

Page  1-4.  The  second  paragraph  should  be  changed  to  read, 
"The  federal  Power  Commission  (FPC)  must  act  on  application 
for  abandonment   of  ami  sting    Interstate  natural    gas   pipelines 

|  which  are  part  of  this  proposal.  The  FPC  staff  has  assisted 
in  the  preparation  of  those  sections  of  the  statement  dealing 
with  the   abandonment   of   the   El  Paso  gas   transmission  pipeline. 

I  This   and  other  authorizing  actions   are  described    in  more 

I  detail    in  Section    1.3  of    this   chapter." 

Page    1-8.        The   data  presented    in  Table   1.1.1.1-1    regarding 
segregated   ballast    Is   confusing   to    the   average   reader.      The 
table    indicates    that,    for  example,    the    120,000  DVT   tankers 
would  have    35   percent    segregated  ballast  when  actually    they 
would  have    100  percent    segregated  ballast.      The    staff   suggests 
that   column  4    -    "Segregated   Ballast"    In  Table    1. 1.1. 1-1  be 
changed  to  read  as   follows: 


1007. 
1007.  2.1 
577.  £/ 

In  addition,  the  existing  footnotes  b,  c  and  d  should  be 
eliminated  and  footnotes  b/  and  c/  (indicated  above)  should 
be  inserted  as  follows: 

b/   SOHIO  120,000  DWT  tankers  will  have  double 
hulls  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  piercing 
the  cargo  hull. 

c/   T.n  port  tankers  would  take  on  577.  of  the  normal 
ballast  in  segregated  tanks.   Further  ballasting 
would  occur  only  after  leaving  port  so  as  to 
prevent  displacement  of  vapors  into  the  port 
airshed. 

In  the  last  paragraph, the  use  of  "statute"  miles 

not  necessary  unless  ail  the  other  mileage  figures 

miles.   In  any  case, a  standard  notation 


f  Page  1-10. 
in  line  4  i 
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Page  1-13. 


Table  1.1.1.1-4  should  be  revised  to  differentiate 
between  acreage  which  would  actually  be  disturbed  during 
pipeline  and  facility  construction  and  acreage  which  is 
presently  dedicated  to  the  existing  gas  transmission  pipeline 
rights-of-way,  and  would  therefore  not  be  disturbed.   Acreage 
disturbed  during  construction  should  be  based  on  the  right-of-way 
width  stated  in  Section  ID  of  the  applicant's  environmental 
assessment  which  is  in  most  cases  greater  than  50  feet.   This 
table  should  agree  with  the  acreage  listed  in  Table  3.1.12.1-2, 
Page  3-315. 

I  Page  1-13.   Table  1.1.1.1-4  neglects  the  new  peak  and  valley 
pipeline  bends  which  would  be  installed  in  the  Guadalupe  Pass. 
These  segments  deserve  mention  in  order  to  quantify  project 
magnitude  and  environmental  disturbance. 


-20.    Figure  1.1.1.2-4  indicates  an  inland  terminal 
12lstorage  tank  volume  of  653,000  barrels;  however,  Page  1-31 


|Page_ 


I  states  this 


as  615,000  barrels 


1  *\  I  ZaRe.*~?^*   Flgure  1.1.2.1-1  should  show  the  Dominguez  Hills 
'  ^  I  Terminal  rather  than  Hynes. 

IPage  1-26.   The  total  tons  of  rock  used  in  constructing  the 
breakwater  Is  stated  as  1,450,000  on  Page  1-26  and  as  2,600,000 
on  Page  1-29.   This  inconsistency  prevails  throughout  the  text. 

[Pages  1-31  and  1-37.   While  amounts  of  fill  required  for  the 
arine  terminal  have  been  indicated  elsewhere  in  the  document, 
■  overall  quantities  required  for  the  proposal  are  not  given. 
1 5 1  in  addition,  the  locations  of  fill  sources  are  not  indicated 
land  quantities  of  material  to  be  excavated  for  onland 
construction  are  not  given. 

Page  1-35  to  95.   The  FPC  staff  believes  that  the  breakdown 
ot  data  on  construction  personnel,  equipment,  and  fuel  use  by 
construction  segment  and  distributing  it  into  26  tables 
throughout  the  text  of  Chapter  1  unnecessarily  lengthen 
document  and  increases  the  difficulty  of  both  locating 
information  and  of  comprehending  the  magnitude  of  the  overall 
project  requirements.   This  information  should  be  combined  and 
presented  in  3  tables  (rather  than  26) ,  as  a  summary  of  project 
requirements. 

IPage  1-40.   The  mileage  and  acreage  required  for  new  access 
roads  Involved  with  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline 
and  pump  stations  should  be  determined  and  presented  in  tabular 
form  in  the  section  entitled  "Roads"  on  Page  1-40, 


16 


the 
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IPage    1-42.        On  Page   1-42   and   in  other  sections   of    the   document , 
the    term  "gasline"    is  used.      "Gasline"    is  not  a  word.      Gas 
pipeline  would  be   preferable. 

Page    1-42.        The    location  of  each    segment   of   the   existing  gas 
pipelines    scheduled    for  conversion   to  oil   transport    should  be 
indicated   in  Table    1.2.3.1-1    in  a  manner   such   that   areas 
subject    to  a  higher  probability  of  pipeline    leaks    (such  as 
El  Paso   lines    1103   and   1110   as    identified    in  Appendix  Al.0-1) 
can  be  easily    identified. 

IPage    1-43.        Section    1.2.3.1    should  address    the    increased 
compression   and  compressor    fuel    requirements   of    the   El   Paso 
system   following   the  abandonment   of  the  natural    gas   pipeline. 

(PaRe    1-44.        The  correct  wording   for   the   second   sentence   on 
Page    1-44    is   as    follows:      "Three    2-inch   and  one    1-inch 
right-of-way  grantor   taps    in  Arizona   and  one    1-inch   right-of-way 
grantor   tap   in  Texas   and   the    gas    service    rendered  by  these  taps 
would  be   abandoned  as   a   result  of   the    proposal." 

Pages    1-46   and   1-47.         It    is    stated   that    "special  design 

lideration  would  be   given   to  all  major. . .crossings ;      however, 
__    provided   to  enable   an  evaluation  of 
r  adequacy  of  possible  designs. 
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ino  further  informati 
ithe  effect! 


IPage  1-53.   The  nondestructive  tests  of  productic 
mentioned  on  Page  1-53  should  be  fully  described, 
percentage  of  the  welds  would  be  so  tested? 
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Page    1-67.        The   discussion  of   the   crude   oil  measurement    system, 
Page    1-67,    erroneously    lists    the    leak  detection   threshold  as 
.05  percent   of   the  mainline    flow.      This    leak  detection  threshold 
should  be    stated  as    .5  percent  or   104  barrels  per  hour,    as    it 
is   on  Page  A-24   and  elsewhere   in    the   DEIS. 

Page    1-66.         It    is    stated  that   '*Manual   valves  may  be   closed 
in   10  minutes."      It    should  be  noted  here    that    the  closure  of 
a  manual  valve  would  depend  on  a  number  of    factors    including 
identification  of    the  exact   valve    location  and   travel    time    to 
the  valve   by  maintenance  personnel  which  could   take    considerably 
more    than   10  minutes. 


IPage    1-96.        The  mileage  and  acreage   required   for  new  electrica 
transmission    line    right-of-way  should  be   determined  and 


I  presented   in    tabular   form  in   the 
Lines"  on  Page    1-96, 


lection  entitled  "Transmission 


9-80 


I  Page    1-96.        The  mileage  and  acreage   required   for  new  access 
roads    to   serve   the   proposed  electrical    transmission   line 
extensions    should  be  determined  and  presented  in   tabular  form 
in    the   section  entitled  "Transmission  Lines"  on  Page    1-96. 

Page    1-107.        The  discussion  of  control    systems  beginning  on 
Page    1-107    is    seriously   deficient    in   its   description  of   the 
crude  oil  metering  and  control    systems   proposed  by  SOHIO. 
The    three  monitoring   sys-tems--flow  rate  metering,    volume 

28  balancing  monitoring,    and  hydraulic   gradient   analysis  —  should 
be    fully  described  with  emphasis   on   the  monitoring  system 
capability  rather   than  equipment    inventory.      Perhaps    the 
section  on  crude  oil  measurement   on  Page    1-67    could  be   combined 
with    this   discussion. 

Page    1-111.        The    testing  scenario  described  on  Page   1-111 
has   not  been  used    in   the  prediction   of    impacts    from  hydrostatic 
testing.      Page    1-111    indicates    that    testing  would  be    performed 
on   5-mile   sections  of  pipeline;    however,    the  volume  of 

29  hydrostatic    test  water  discussed  on  Page    3-37  and  elsewhere 
in   the   text   is    for   the   entire   1,026-mile   pipeline.      Page    1-111 
also    indicates    that  well  water    (fresh)    would  be  used   in 
testing;    however,    Page    3-38  predicts    impacts   based  on    the  use 
of  saltwater. 

I  Page    1-112.        No  hydrostatic   test  plan   is   available    to  judge 
whether  this   operation  would  be  conducted  in  an   "environmentally 
acceptable  manner." 

(Page    1-112.        On  Page    1-112,    it   is    stated   that    test  water 
would  be    suitable    for  discharge    into  any  waterway  or  contiguous 
watershed.      However,    Page  A-19  and  Page   3-38   indicate    the  need^ 
for   treatment    to  remove   contaminants 


32 


and 


ercome  low  dissolved 


I  oxygen  levels  prior  to  discharge. 

I  Page  1-116.    Section  1.2.3.3  -  Operation,  completely  lacks 
any  description  of  tanker  unloading,  ballasting,  inerting, 
purging,  and  safety  procedures.   These  procedures,  while 
described  from  a  systems  point  of  view  in  Appendix  A. 1.1. 1.1, 
should  be  summarized  and  presented  in  this  section  with 
emphasis  on  the  sequence  of  events  rather  than  on  operations 
centers  and  personnel  requirements. 
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Page   1-139.       The   first   sentence  of  Section  1.3.1.3,   Page   1-139, 
contains    inaccurate  wording  with   respect    to   the  Federal   Power 
Commission.      A  more   accurate   presentation  would  be   as    follows: 
"The  operator  of  a   facility   involved  in  interstate   transportation 
of  natural   gas  must    file   an  application  with   the  Federal  Power 
Commission    for  abandonment  of   facilities   or   service,   under 
Section   7(b)    of   the  Natural  Gas  Act,   March   1,    1974    (18  CFR, 
Section  157.18    -  Applications    to  Abandon  Facilities  or  Service)." 

I  Page  1-141.  The  sixth  line  in  the  first  paragraph  should 
read,  ". . .adequate  capacity  in  El  Paso's  and  Transwestern's 
gas    transmission   systems...." 


|  Page 


-119.    The  section  on  pipeline  operations  beginning  on 
J  Page  1-119  should  discuss  the  sequence  of  events  leading  to 
33 1  detection  of  a  leak  or  ruptu 


of  a  leak 
I  system.  This  discu: 
I  involved  for  each  ei 


of  the  crude  oil  pipeline 
sion  should  indicate  the  time  frame 
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CHAPTER  2  -  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
Section  2.1.1  -  Climate 


General  -  This  section  should  contain  data  to  support 
assumptions  made  in  Section  3.1.6  concerning  the  impacts  of 
the  proposal  on  the  Los  Angeles  Air  Shed.  Data  for  this  section 
should  at  least  include  tables  indicating  wind  rose  data 
(percent  wind  by  speed  and  direction)  and  frequency  of  occurrence 
of  atmospheric  stability  classes. 

I  Page  2-7.   The  approximate  number  of  winter  storms  producing 
40-knot  winds  should  be  specified  to  indicate  the  potential 
impact  of  these  storms  on  the  tanker  operations  and  the 
proposed  port  facilities  at  Long  Beach. 


I  A  table  indicating  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of 

reduced  visibility  (less  than  2  miles)  by  month  or  season 
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uld  be  useful  within  the  'Visibility"  section. 

I  Page  2-9.   There  appears  to  be  a  mistake  concerning  mean 
January  temperatures  which  are  identified  as  2  to  5  degrees 
in  the  Southern  California  Coastal  Region.   This  should  be 
corrected.   In  addition,  mean  August  temperatures  should  also 
be  included. 
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2-11.   A  discussion  of  mixing  heights,  al 
e  (if  available)  should  be  included  in  this 


Section  2.1.3  -  Geologic  Setting 
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a/ 


Data  listed  by  Ziony,  et  al.  (1974)- 
res  probably  less  than- TlTC-OO  years  of  age 
are  present  within  the  offshore  portion  of%the  Palos  Verdes 
Hills  fault  zone  (Palos  Verdes  fault  of  text).   The  County  of 
Los  Angeles  (General  Plan)  and  the  State  of  California 
(Jennings,  1975)2/  consider  this  fault  to  be  potentially 
active  and  it  should  be  considered  in  the  design  of  the  Long 
Beach  Harbor  port  facilities. 

I  Page  2-55.    The  Palos  Verdes  (Hills)  fault  is  incorrectly 
located  on  Figure  2.1.3.2.1-1.   (See  Plate  1  of  CDMG ,  Special 
Report  114  V   and  Ziony  et  al.  (1974).)   Detailed  locations  of 
subsurface  dislocations  Tn  Los  Angeles  Harbor  were  determined 
by  Dames  and  Moore,  (1974)  zJ   and  are  reproduced  on  Figure  9, 
Volume  II  of  the  FPC  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

I  Cook  Inlet-California  Project  issued  in  September  1976. 


I  Page  2-63. 


I 
od"  faul 


tated  that  "further  study  of  the  Newport - 
;  is  expected  to  justify  lower  design 
..."  No  design  displacements  have  been  provided 
tatement  is  not  meaningful  to  the  reader.   Design 
should  be  provided  in  the  FEIS  for  all  active 
and  the  proposed  methods  for  accommodating 
ided. 


ITHgTe- 
displ 
so  that  thi 
displacemem 
fault  crossing 
such  displacement  should  be  p 


17   Ziony,  J.I.  et  a_l. ,  Preliminary  Map  Showing  Recency  of 

Faulting  in  Coastal  Southern  California.   U.S.   Geological 
Survey  Map  KF-585,  1974. 

2/  Jennings,  C.W.,  Fault  Map  of  California  with  Locations  of 
Volcanoes,  Thermal  Springs,  and  Thermal  Wells,  1975, 
California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Geologic  Data 
Map  No.  1. 

3/   California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  Special  Report 
114,  "A  Review  of  the  Geology  and  Earthquake  History  of 
the  Newport-Inglewood  Structural  Zone,  Southern  California," 
1974.  A.G.  Barrows,  editor. 

4/  Dames  and  Moore,  Detailed  Environmental  Analysis  Concerning 
Proposed  Liquefied  Natural  Gas  Facilities  and  Associated 
Cas  Transmission  Pipeline  for  Western  LNG  Terminal  Company. 
1974.   Volume  1.   Los  Angeles  Harbor,  California. — 


I  Page  2-82.    Table  2.1.3.3.1-1  presents  "Earthquake 
Characteristics  of  Potentially  Active  Faults."  The  text  should 
Include  a  discussion  of  the  source  and  method  by  which  each 
entry  was  obtained.   Note:   the  distances  listed  do  not  agree 
with  Figure  2.1.3.2.1-1. 

I  The  discussion  following  the  table  incorrectly 

refers  to  the  rock  accelerations  listed  in  the  table  as  ground 
accelerations.   No  mention  Is  made  of  the  necessity  for  a 
ground  response  evaluation  or  dynamic  response  evaluation  of 
the  crude  oil  port  facilities. 


I  Page  2-85  (Also  3-21). 
potential  should  eith 


Detailed  studies  of  liquefaction 
be  included  in  the  FEIS  or  required 
sure  for  the  portions  of  the  route  in 
western  portion  in  Arizona. 


I  Page  2-89.    Figure  2.1.3.3-2  is  incorrectly  referenced.  The 
source  is  Greensfelder,  R.W. ,  Maximum  Credible  Rock  Acceleration 
from  Earthquakes  in  California.   1974.   California  Division  of 
Mines  and  Geology  Map  Sheet  23. 

I  Page  2-91.   A  convincing  case  for  downgrading  the  maximum 
credible  earthquake  on  the  Newport-Inglewood  fault  from  7.5  to 
7.0  is  not  made  here.   Other  reports  have  supported  a  value  of.. 
7.5  (Wesson,  et  al.  1974,  if    Los  Angeles  County  General  Plan)  £' 
and  such  a  vaTue- should  be  used. 

2-92. 


49 1  the  list  of  slgniflc 


1/  Wesson,  R.L.  et  al,,  Expectable  Earthquakes  and  Their 
Ground  Motions  in  the  Van  Norman  Reservoir's  "Area ,  1974, 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  Circular  691-B. 

2/  Los  Angeles  County  General  Plan,  Seismic  Safety  Element, 
adopted  January  30,  1975. 


9-81 
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Section  2.1.5  -  Water  Re a 


I  General  -  A  substantial  amount  of  extraneous  or  minimally 
useful  Information  has  been  Included  In  the  description  of 
the  existing  water  resources.   The  volume  of  material  could  be 
reduced  and  the  reading  made  less  cumbersome  by  restricting 
topics  of  discussion  to  those  actually  relevant  to  the 
potential  Impact  of  the  project,  and  by  placing  less  emphasis 
on  areas  where  impact  Is  expected  to  be  Insignificant. 

I  Page  2-206.    Much  of  the  discussion  of  dams  in  relation  to 
the  lower  Colorado  River  is  meaningless  simply  because  the 
J  locations  of  the  dams  in  relation  to  each  other  and  to  the 

51  I  ProP°9ed  pipeline  are  not  indicated  either  in  the  DEIS  or  in 
^  the  map  attachments.   A  graphic  similar  to  Figure  2A.5-4  from 

the  Sohio  Environmental  Impact  Assessment  Report  would  clarify 
information.   In  addition,  much  of  the  text  could  be 
I  deleted  by  including  the  information  in  the  graphic. 

ntire  subsection  on  the  existing  groundwater 

52  I  re9°urces  could  be  worthwhile  except  that  the  complexity  of 
I  the  anticipated  impact  does  not  warrant  such  detail  in  the 
■  existing  environment  section. 
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Section  2.1.7  -  Vegetation 


General  -  The  description  of  the  existing  vegetation  contains 
far  too  much  detail  on  topics  of  little  significance.   Often 
the  value  of  the  pertinent  detail  is  lost  by  confused  writing 
and  inadequate  background.   In  several  subsections,  data  is 
presented  for  various  named  locations,  but  apparently  the 
author  presumed  (incorrectly)  that  all  locations  are  known  to 
ail  who  read  the  DEIS.   Without  knowing  where  places  are  in 
relation  to  the  project,  the  information  is  useless. 


Section  2.1.8  -  Wildlife 


I  General  -  (1)  The  two  sections  on  marine  mammals,  beginning 
on  Pages  2-486  and  2-518,  respectively,  should  be  combined  to 
avoid  redundancy. 

M(2)   It  is  understandable  that  Information  about 
|  the  marine  fauna  of  Prince  William  Sound  and  portions  of  the 
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proponed   tanker   route  must   be  extrapolated    from  other  areas, 
such  as    the   Kodlak-Alaaka  Peninsula  area,    because    relatively 
little    Is  known  about    the    specific    areas  the   DEIS  wishes    to 
describe.      Life  history   Information   gathered   In  a  different 
area  could  be    fairly  applicable    to   the  project   area   provided 
the    species   are    the   same.      However,    It    is  difficult    to  perceive 
how  the  commercial    size    limits,    harvest  methods,    and  annual 
harvest   tonnages  of  the  Kodlak  and  Alaska  Peninsula    fisheries 
relate    to  a  project   area    that    lies    200    to    500  miles   away. 
Throughout    the      Description  of    the  Existing  Environment,"   no 
reference  was  made    to  commercial   harvests  of    Invertebrates    in 
Prince  William  Sound  or  adjacent  portions  of   the  Culf  of  Alaska, 
while    the  discussion  of    fish  and   fisheries    in    those    regions 
was   confined   to  a    single   paragraph    (Pages    2-516  and   2-517). 
Since  no  reference  was  made    later    In    the  DEIS    to    impacts    that 
would  occur   in   the   Kodiak-Alaska'Penlnsula  area,    perhaps   it 
would  be  better   to  concentrate   on  describing  the  area    that 
would  be   affected. 

I  (3)      This   portion   of   the   DEIS    is  overloaded  with 

raw  scientific    Information  which    Is  not  analyzed  as  to    its 
significance    in   relation   to   the   proposal.      This  makes    It   an 
Impressive   but  unlnformatlve   document    for  most   of    its    Intended 
readers.     Much  of  the  data  presented  cannot  be  used  by  a 
decisionmaker  until    it    Is   properly    summarizea    (to  decrease 

I  Its    length)    and    interpreted    (to    increase    its  comprehensiblllty) . 

The   DEIS    fails    to  provide    the    locations 
Station   P"    (Cooney,    1971),    "Ocean  Station  Papa" 
r,   1969),   "Station  P"    (McAllister,    1969),   "the  Central 
Domain"    (Larrance ,    1971),    "the  northeast   Pacific" 
1971),    and  "the   coastal   areas  of   the  Gulf  of  Alaska" 
What    is    the   area    frequently    referred   to   in 
2  of  the  DEIS  as   "the  western  Gulf  of 

11   the   above   locations    in   relation    to    the 
A  map 
o   better 


(LeBrassi 

Subarctic 

(Gulland 

(Gullandi    1972)  '. 

Volume    II,    Chapter 

A laska? "     Whe  re   are 

area   that  would  be   affected  by   the    proposed  action 

showing  the  above    locations  would  enable    the    reade 

comprehend  the    text   and  understand    its   relevance. 


I  Pages    2-508   to   2-510.        Table   2.1.8.1.2-1    should  be   better 
identified  so  as   to  indicate    the   area  under  discussion 
(presumably   the    southern  California   coast)    and   the  nature  of 
the  organisms   listed    (presumably  small   pelagic    Invertebrates). 


Section   2.1.12    -  Land  and  Water  Uses 


General   -   There   Is   so  much  detail    in   the  "Description  of   the 
Existing  Environment"    In  relation   to   land  and  water  uses    that 
the   reader  gets  weighed  down  and   finds    it  hard   to  get   a  concise 
view  of  what's  going  on    In    the   area. 

I  The  coverage  of  material    seems   to  be    inconsistent. 

For  example,    in  one   subsection   the    topics   of  "Prince  William 
Sound"  and    'the    sea    leg"  are  discussed  while   in  other  sections 
these  areas  are  not  mentioned. 

I  Many  of   the    terms  appearing   in   the   "Existing  Environment" 

section  are  used  many   times  before    they  are    finally  defined. 
Land  classification    terminology   should  be   defined  when  it    first 
appears    so   the   reader  knows  what    the  writer  has   In  mind. 

2-805.        Mention    Is  made    that 


61 


66 


I  Page_ 


836.  It  is  stated  that  the  proposed  route  is  "within 
the  San  Gabriel  River."  If  this  Is  correct,  the  hazard  to  the 
pipeline  should  be  discussed  in  detail. 


gage 

Barbara  County    s  coastline   are   open   to  public 


ly    17  miles   of  Santa 
reational 
ctlvity.      When   some  of  the  details   of   these  recreational   areas 
re   presented,    reference   is  made    to   9.5  and   10-mile    sections 
which   total  more   than   the  originally    stated   17  miles.      There 


to  be    some   inconsistency. 


62  I  Page   2-814.        Item  5   seems   to  be  worded   incorrectly. 
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I Pafie    „  , 

I  that      the 

I  production   . . . 


-829.        The    first    full   sentence   on    this   page    indicating 
does  not   traverse   any  area  of  mineral 
contradicts    the    sentence  under  the   "Pipeline 
I  Route"   section  on   the  proceeding  page  which   indicates    that 
I  "the  pipeline   route  will    trace    through    land  areas  where   common 
■variety  minerals    ...    are   being  mined  at  present."      Specific 
I  mineral   production  areas    should  be    Identified. 

I  Page   2-831.        The  paragraph  preceding  Table    2.1.12.6-2   Indicates 
that    land  uses    for  L.A.    County  will  be  broken  down    into  three 
geographical   sections,    yet   the    following  discussion  and   the 
referenced  table   only  cover   two  of  these    sections. 

I  Page    2-835.        The   title  of  Table    2.1.12.6-3   indicates    that    the 
listing  of  the  municipalities   traversed  by  the   pipeline  route 
is    for   the   entire  county  but    the    text   preceding    this   table 
indicates    it    is  only   for  the   first    20-mile    segment   through 
the   county. 
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Page    2-836. 


£age 

with 


67  I  The      ten 

I  knows  wh. 


in   this    11. 5-mile 


ely   1.9  miles   of   the  proposed  ro 
a,    traverses  unincorporated  area 


the  reader 


the 


has    in 


I  Page   2-847.        In  the    last   paragraph  on   this   page,    the 
descriptions   of    the   existing  pipeline  crossings  of   three    see 
highways   are  not   clear  and    should  be    rewritten    in, a  manner 
that  better  describes   the    locations  of   the   crossings. 


Page  2-858.  Why  are  the  descriptions  of  "land  use  classiflcatio 
put  in  the  "Arizona"  subsection?  It  would  seem  to  make  more 
sense  to  have  this  definition-type  information  occurring  at 
the  beginning  of  the  land  use  section  so  the  reader  would  be 
made  aware  of  the  precise  concepts  with  which  the  writer  is 
working. 


Section   2.1.13    -  Use   Plans.   Controls   and  Constraints 


|  Page 


-860.        The   statement    is  made    that    29  percent   of  the 
J  land   traversed   in   the    three-county   region  of  California    Is 
701  planned    for  urban  use   and    7.5   percent    is   planned   for  nonurban 
I  uses.      What    Is    the  planned   land  use    for    the   other  63.5  percent 
I  of  the   land  crossed  in  California? 

IPage    2-860.         In   the    second  paragraph  on   this   page,    there    is  a 
percentage   breakdown  of   the      planned   land  use   classifications., 
which   the  pipeline   route   traverses."      Is   this  a   percentage 
breakdown    for  the  entire  pipeline    system  or  for  only    that 
section  of  pipeline    in  California? 

Section   2.1.14    -  Transportation  Networks 


Page    2-873.        The   list  of  collisions  and  resulting  damage   to 
vessels    in  Los  Angeles/Long  Beach  Harbor    is    insufficient    to 
determine   the  effect   of  these  collisions  on  harbor   traffic. 
Although    the    section    indicates    that   collisions  are    infrequent, 
it  may  be  more  helpful    to    indicate    the    infringement   on  harbor 
traffic    due    to  collisions   during   the    3-year  period. 
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I  Page    2-874.        A   reference    to  Figure   2.1.14.2-1   under  the 
Street    System"    section   Indicates    that    it    Is  a    figure   of   the 
arterial    street    system  of   the  Long   Beach  area.      This    figure    la 
a  map  of  crude   oil   pipelines.      A  map  of   the    street   system 
should  be    Included   for  reference   of   the   remainder  of   the    section. 

I  Page    2-880.         Reference    to    the   "cordon"   boundaries   of   the    study 
area    is   confusing  and   should  be   reworded.      Also,    the    levels 
of   service   on   the  north-south  surface   street    system  should  be 
quantified   in   terms  of  design  capacity  as    is   done    for  the 
east-west   system. 

I  Page    2-882.        The   sections  on  "Highways"   and   "Railroads" 
commencing  on    this   page   are    repetitious   and  a   list  of  highways 
and  railroads   crossed  by    the   proposed  pipeline  has   already 
been    Included   In  Chapter   1    in  Table    1.2.3.2-1. 
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Page  2-885.    The  section  on  "Water  Transport"  should  be 

ly  if  a  significant  amount  of'vessel  traffic  uses 

'ays.   If  this  is  the  case,  then  the  amount 
using  the  waterways  should  be  indicated  in  this 


_  _  I  included 
*»  I  the  impacted 

1  of  traffii 

I  section. 


Section  2.1.16  -  Socioeconomic  Conditions 


General  -  This  section  could  be  shortened  considerably  by 
presenting  in  detail  only  those  current  factors  which  will  be 
impacted  by  the  project  (e.g.,  the  number  of  construction 
workers  available,  commercial  fishing  information).   Much  of 
the  other  detailed  information  in  this  section  does  not 


contribute  much  to  evaluation  of  the  project. 

Statistical  factors  expressed  by  county  are  of 
little  value  for  determining  pipeline  impact.   In  large  urban 
counties  such  as  Los  Angeles,  census  tract  figures  should  be 
presented. 

The  last  sentence  on  this  page  appears  to  be 
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incomplete. 

Page  2-939.    The  statement  that  "Pipeline  construction 
employees  along  the  proposed  route  would  probably  utilize  this 
county  as  a  major  service  center"  appears  to  be  based  on  the 
fact  that  more  than  50  percent  of  the  Dona  Ana  County  workforce 
is  engaged  in  service-related  occupations.   The  statement 
conflicts  with  statements  in  Section  3.1.16.3  which  indicate 
that  only  relatively  minor  new  service  demand  will  be  generated 
by  the  project  and  that  this  demand  •will  be  distributed 
throughout  the  pipeline  route. 
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This   section  also    refers    to  a   possible    local 
labor   shortage   due    to    the    scarcity  of  workers    in    the  construction 
field   in  Lea  County,   New  Mexico.      However,    Section    3.1.16.3 
points  out   that  much  of   the  demand   locally  will   be    for  unskilled 
labor,   which   should  be   readily  available.      Also,    in    the   tri- 
county  area    including  Jal ,   New  Mexico,    construction  workers 
are   plentiful.      Therefore,    a    local    labor   shortage    for   such  a 
short-term  project    should  be   considered  unlikely. 

Section   2.1.16.5    -   Energy  Supply  and  Demand 
Natural  Gas 
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4  Page  2-1014  (First  paragraph  under  "Natural  Gas").    Reference 
to  Canadian  imports.   If  it  is  felt  that  a  mention  of  Canadian 
imports  Is  necessary  it  should  be  emphasized  that  approximately 
40  percent  of  the  requirements  of  northern  California  are  met 
by  Canadian  imports.   (See  1976  California  Gas  Report.) 

I  Page  2-1014.    The  reference  (In  paragraph  2  under  "Natural 
Gas")  to  Figure  2.1.16.5-20  which  supposedly  is  a  figure 
showing  historic  natural  gas  production  in  the  U.S.,  is 
incorrect.   Figure  2.1.16.5-20  shows  average  annual  interstate 
and  intrastate  natural  gas  reserve  additions  in  U.S.,  not 
production.   A  figure  showing  natural  gas  production  in  the 
U.S.  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS. 

Page  2-1017.    Beginning  with  the  second  full  paragraph,  the 
natural  gas  supply/demand  "picture"  in  southern  California  is 
discussed.  Whereas  this  discussion  is  not  entirely  incorrect, 
it  presents  only  a  portion  of  the  current  situation  in  the 
State  of  California.   Both  northern  and  southern  California 
receive  large  quantities  of  gas  from  El  Paso  and  subsequently 
Id  both  be  affected  by  any  change  in  El  Paso's  gas  supply, 
les  and  exchanges  of  gas 
uas  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  and 
sed  to  offset  gas  supply  deficiencies 

result  of  the  integrated 
ries  to  northern  and  southern 


The 


e  also  intercompany 
tween  Southern  California  i 
ectric  Company  which 
roughout  the  entire  state, 
ture  of  El  Paso  gas  deliv 


California  and  the  interconnection  of  the  SoCal  and  PGE  gas 
transmission  systems,  a  complete  analysis  of  the  existing  and 
future  natural  gas  supply/demand  "picture"  should  also  Include 
northern  California. 
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i  *as 


It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Indonesian 
nd  Pacific  Alaska  LNC  projects  and  the  North  Slope 
ment  idantified  in  paragraph  3  represent  gas  supplies 
would  be  divided  between  SoCal  and  PGE,  not  all  of  this 
ould  go  to  southern  California. 

-1018.    The 


gas  supplies  identified  in  footnote 
85 1  "a"  would  also  be  shared.  In  most  cases,  with  northern 

I  California  and  do  not  represent  gas  supplies  which  would  be 
I  dedicated  solely  to  southern  California  customers. 


CHAPTER  3  -  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
Section  3.1.2  -  Major  Ecosystems 

I  General  -  Since  an  ecosystem  which  has  fully  recovered  from 
past  disturbance  could  be  as  significantly  impacted  as  a 

'  natural"  ecosystem,  BLM  should  be  more  specific  when 
identifying  areas  which  have  been  previously  impacted.   If 
possible,  briefly  describe  the  type  of  action  which  caused 
the  impact  and  indicate  the  types  of  impact  previously 
sustained.   It  would  also  be  helpful  to  know  whether  the 
affected  ecosystems  have  had  time  to  recover. 

I  Pages  3-13  and  3-15.    BLM  indicates  that  limited  natural 
ecosystems  exist  along  the  proposed  pipeline  and  that  these 
areas  would  sustain  the  most  severe  impact  of  the  terrestrial 
ecosystems.   The  description  of  the  existing  ecosystems  should 
specify  the  locations  of  these  natural  areas  and  more  fully 

I  describe  them. 

Page  3-17 .   In  the  last  paragraph,  it  states  that  the  impact 
of  maintenance  dredging  would  be  less  significant  than  those 
occurring  during  construction.   No  other  reference  to  a 
potential  need  for  maintenance  dredging  could  be  found  in  the 
DEIS  and  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reason  to  expect 
maintenance  dredging  to  cause  a  less  significant  impaq^  than 
construction  activities  especially  if  dredging  took  place  on  a 
recurring  basis. 


Section  3.1.3  -  Geologic  Setting 


g  Page  3-21 .    The  discussion  of  tsunami  hazard  should  be  expanded 
89  I  to  include  the  type  and  magnitude  of  expected  damage,  time 
|  available  for  warning,  and  measures  to  mitigate  Impact. 
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I  Page  3-23.    Evaluation  of  the  adequacy  of  design  to  avoid 
scour  problems  cannot  be  made  because  no  scour  information  is 
given  for  specific  streams.  This  information  should  be 
included  in  the  FEIS. 

Page  3-24.   The  discussion  of  "subsidence  and  differential 
settlement"  should  be  expanded  to  address  the  hazard  resulting 
from  subsidence  in  karst  areas  in  New  Mexico  and  Texas. 

I  Page  3-27.    The  discussion  of  "surface  fault  displacements" 
is  deficient.   It  should  include  the  values  of  surface 
displacement  which  the  proposed  pipeline  would  be  designed  to 
withstand  at  all  active  or  potentially  active  faults.  The 
Newport-Inglewood  fault  should  be  included. 


Section  3.1.4  -  Soils 


I  General  -  The  impacts  on  soils  resulting  from  the  abandonment 
and  removal  of  the  natural  gas  facilities  at  the  Bowie  and 
Oracle  Compressor  Stations  and  the  five  right-of-way  grantor 
taps  on  El  Paso's  system  should  be  identified.   In  addition, 
the  impact  on  soils  resulting  frcmi  the  installation  of  pipe 
bends  In  Guadalupe  Pass  in  Culberson  County,  Texas,  should 

I  be  identified. 

Page  3-34.    The  impact  on  productivity  due  to  wind  erosion  is 
presented  in  a  contradictory  manner.   In  the  second  paragraph. 
It  states  that  wind  erosion  and  loss  of  productivity  resulting 
from  construction  would  continue  for  a  year  or  two  until  a 
protective  pavement  is  again  formed.   In  the  fifth  paragraph, 
it  states  that  wind  erosion  occurring  during  the  grading, 
excavating,  and  backfilling  operations  would  have  "no  measurable 
impact  on  productivity,"  The  impact  on  productivity  should 
.be  determined  for  the  period  of  time  that  it  would  take  for 
wind  erosion  to  subside  to  preconstruction  levels. 

I  Page  3-37.    In  the  first  paragraph,  the  impact  on  productivity 
due  to  wind  erosion  should  be  determined  for  the  period  of  time 
that  it  would  take  for  wind  erosion  to  subside  to  pre- 
construction levels,  as  in  the  comment  for  Page  3-34. 

■  Page  3-41.    On  line  9   it  states,  "Maximum  length  of  span 
I  that  can  be  safely  tolerated  under  this  weight  is  about  40 
j  feet  which  is  exceeded  at  the  present  time  at  several  locations 
with  the  existing  gas  pipeline."  The  types  and  locations  of 
crossings  the  statement  refers  to  should  be  identified  and  if 
I  supporting  structures  would  be  constructed  to  make  the  proposed 
I  crossings  safe. 
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Section  3.1.5  -  Water  Resources,  Quality  and  Use 


97 


98 


99 


100 


101 


ge   3-53,   Lines    23   and   24.         It    Is    stated    that      "The  worldwide 
nker  accident    rate  per  trip   Is   about'4.4   per   1,000   trips, 

is    Is   about  2.65   per 

The 


and  the    rate    for  accidents    In  po 

1,000."  ThlB  statement  Is  Incorrect.  The  tanker  casualty 
of  4.4  per  1,000  trips  was  derived  by  Oceanographlc  Institute 
of  Washington  (OIW)  from  an  analysis  of  seven  major  U.S.  ports 
and  estuaries  (Offshore  Petroleum  Transfer  Syst< 
T97M.     T 


Washlngto 


Tt    is 


rTowlde    tanke 


Ident    rate,    but   rather  a   rate   specific    to  U.S.    ports. 
Therefore,    the   adjusted   tanker  casualty   rate    for  port  areas 
of   2.65  per   1,000   trips    la    incorrect.      The   "port    specific" 
accident   rates   shown   In  Table    3.1.5.1.1-1  are  correct  and 
should  be  used. 

Page   3-53.    Line    25   to   3-54.   Line   2.         It    Is 
port   of  Long  Beach  has   a  very  low  accident 
been  no  accidents    Involving  collisions   or  groundings    In  more 
than    10   years,    and  no    tanker   rammlngs    In    the    past    10  years." 
This   statement    Is    Incorrect   and  conflicts  with  a  U.S.    Coast 
Guard  printout  of  vessel    casualties    in   southern  California 
waters,    prepared    for   the   FPC.      During   the   period   fiscal  years 
1969-1975,    three   rammlngs    (USCC  Case  Numbers    10023,    32052,    and 
52225)    and  one   collision    (USCG  Case  No.    52656)    occurred  among 
tankers  having  a  draft   exceeding   18    feet. 

PaRe    3-54.   Table   3.1.5.1.2-1.        The    ship  accident    rates   In 
this    table  which  are  attributed  to   the  USCG   do  not   appear   In 
the   referenced   source:      U.S.    Coast  Guard,   Vessel  Traffic 
August    197TT~" 


Systems,   Analysis   of  Port  Needs, 
:e  and/or   their   derivatio 


The  correct 
should  be    included   in   the 
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by  about    257.  and  would  double   to   triple    the  projected  casualties 
for  Long  Beach,    depending  on   the   casualty   rate    selected.      For 
example,    the   projected   tanker  accidents    in  Long  Beach   for  a 
10-year  period  may  be   calculated    from  the    tanker  casualty   rate 
(from  OIW)    in  Table   3.1.5.1.2-1   and   the  projected  annual   trips 
from  Socio-Economics   Systems: 

(2.3  accidents/1000   trips) 

x  (2673  trips/10  years) 

-   6.15   accidents/10   years 

This  result  is  nearly  double  the  accident  rate  (3.1  accidents 
in  10  year?)  presented  in  Table  3.1.5.1.2-2,  while  use  of  the 
USCG  accident  rate  would  more    than   triple   that   rate. 

■  Page    3-55.   Line  8  and   9.        As  a   result  of   the  errors   cited  In 
102  I  FPC  comments   concerning  Page    3-55,    Table    3.1.5.1.2-2,    "2.3 

i  accidents   per  year"    for   the  overall    tanker  rate    is  not   correct. 


Page   3-54.        Table    3.1.5.1.2-1    Inadequately  describes   the 
source   of   information   attributed   to    the   Federal   Power  Commission. 
A  more   correct   description  would  be   as    follows:      Federal   Power 
Commission,    FEIS    -  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systems, 
App.   A,   Vol.    1,    1976. 

Page  3-55.  Table  3.1.5.1.2-2.  The  projected  tanker  accidents 
presented  in  this  table  are  based  on  the  inappropriate  use  of 
the  tanker  casualty  rates  described  on  Page  3-53  (refer  to  FPC 
comment,  fage  3-53,  lines  23  and  24).  The  use  of  the  casualty 
rates  In  Table  3.1.5.1.2-1  would  Increase  the  projected  tanker 
casualties    (collisions,    rammings,    and  groundings)    for  Valdez 
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Page   3-56.  Table   3.1.5.1.2-3.        The    tanker  accident    rates 

presented    In    thTs    La"bTe    appear    to    follow    correct     derivation 
procedures   and  clearly  demonstrate   inconsistencies  with   the 
previous    table.      Although    the   accident    rate    for  Valdez   listed 
In  Table    3.1.5.1.2-3   Is  double      the   rate  presented   In  Table 
3.1.5.1.2-2,    it    is   based  on  only  40  percent  more    tanker  trips. 
Table    3.1.5.1.2-2    should  be    recalculated  with  the  method  used 
to  develop  Table  3.1.5.1.2-3. 

Page    3-59,   Table    3.1.5.1.2-6  and  Table    3.1.5.1.2-7.        These 
tables    present   probabilities   of   tanker  spills  along  with 
average    spill  volumes.      According  to  Soclo-Economlc   Systems, 
Inc.    (SES)  ,    "From   these   results,    It    Is   clear   that   the   average 
volume   per  spill    is  not  a  meaningful  number"    (SES,    1976, 
page    38) .      Historically ,    the    size   range   of   tanker  spills    is 
very   large   and  the    resulting   Impacts  on  marine  ecology  would 
vary  considerably.      Rather   than    listing  average   spill    sizes, 
a  better  presentation  would  relate   spill  probabilities   to 
various   ranges   of  spill   sizes  up   to   the    loss  of  a   tanker's 
entire   cargo. 

ipage    3-95.        The    predicted  pipeline  oil    spill  volumes    listed 
in  Table    3.1.5.2.2-1,    Page   3-95,    appear  lower  than   information 
in    the   text  would    Indicate.      A   rupture   at    the  Whitewater  River 
according  to  Table   3.1.5,2.2-2,    Page   3-96,    could   release 
13,428  barrels   of   oil.      The   10-year  maximum  spill    due   to  a 
rupture    listed   in  Table   3.1.5.2.2-1,   however,    Is  only   9,000 
barrels.      Furthermore,    the    figures    in  Table    3.1.5.2.2-1    lndica 
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that   a  leak  below  the   detection   system  threshold  would   spill 

an  average  of  22.5  barrels.      Considering   that  up   to    100  barrel 

per  hour  could   leak  without    system  detection,    the    22.5-barrel 


per   spill    figure   appea 


allstlcally  lo 


Pace   3-96.        Table    3.1.5.2.2-2,   Page   3-96,    should  Include   the 
Kola  Game  Range  as  a   sensitive   location  of  a  potential    spill 
estimated  at  40,200  barrels    In   the  July  30,    1976,    attachment 
prepared  by  Williams   Brothers  Engineering.      The   spill  volumes 
listed   In   this    table   should  be  revised   to    Include    the 
potential  volume    (694  barrels)    spilled  during  the   2-mlnute 
computer  scan  period  associated  with  Sohlo's  monitoring  system. 
The  July  30  attachment  does  not    Indicate  consideration  of   the 
2-mlnute   scan  period. 


Section   3.1.6    -  Air  Quality 

General    -   This    section  of    the  DEIS  has   incorporated  the 
majority  of   the  FPC  comments   on  the   preliminary  draft.      The 
analysis    Is   generally  adequate  with  the  exception  of  the 
"worst  case"  meteorology  used   in   the   analysis   of   short-term 
impacts    from  tanker  operations.      Maximum  1-hour  and   3-hour 
concentrations   of  SO2   and  particulates  were   estimated  In   the 
DEIS    for  a  high  wlndspeed,   neutral   atmosphere    (Page   3-130); 
however,    an  unstable  atmosphere   and   lower  wlndspeeds  would 
yield  even  higher  concentrations,    and  the  maximum  concentrations 
would  occur  with   fumigation.      Estimates    for  the    above 
conditions   should  be    included  in   the  FEIS. 

I  In  addition,    the  air  quality   Impacts  which  would 

result  due  to  the  additional  mainline  fuel  requirements  on 
El  Paso's  system  and  the  subsequent  reduced  deliveries  of 
natural   gas    to  California   should  be   identified. 
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iftft  1  Page   3-121. 
1  09  I  be   "(0.08   ppni 


Line   8,    "(0.08  pphm. 
,   one-hour  average) .  ' 


-hour  average)"  should 


exception  of  two  six-room  houses  at  each  site,  all  equipment, 
plant  structures,  fencing,  and  piping  would  be  abandoned  from 
natural  gas  service  and  removed.   There  would  be  approximately 
150  feet  of  new  pipeline  Installed  to  provide  underground 
continuity  of  the  oil  pipeline  system  at  the  Bowie  Compressor 
Station  site.   At  the  Oracle  Compressor  Station  site,  approxi- 
mately 200  feet  of  new  oil  pipeline  would  be  installed 
underground.   Following  the  abandonment  and  construction, 
both  sites  would  be  allowed  to  revegetate  by  natural  encroachment 
and  succession. 


Section  3.1.8  -  Wildlife 


Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  proposed  removal 
of  compressor  stations,  grantor  taps  and  associated  metering 
facilities  for  El  Paso's  system  should  be  identified  in  the 
I  FEIS. 


Section  3.1.9  -  Cultural  Resources 


of 


Page  3-273.    In  the  first  paragraph,  potential  Impact 
abandonment  of  the  gas  pipeline  on  archaeological  resources 
will  most  likely  be  in  the  area  of  the  two  compressor  station's 
and  several  mainline  valves  which  are  planned  for  removal. 
Existing  maintenance  and  access  roads  would  probably  be  used 
for  this  work,  and  while  no  threat  is  likely  to  prehistoric 
sites  that  has  not  already  been  realized,  there  is  the 
possibility  that  equipment  will  disturb  surface  areas  unaffected 
by  the  original  construction.   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
as  lead  Investigator,  should  determine  the  areal  extent  of 
impact,  if  any,  expected  In  these  removals  and,  if  It  Is  of 
sufficiently  large  magnitude,  require  mitigating  measures  to 
be  carried  out. 


Section  3.1.7  -  Vegetation 


Section  3.1  10  -__V_i  sua  1  _Rps 
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Have  the  El  Paso  compressor  stations  been  considered  In 
the  impact  analysis?  The  FEIS  should  reflect  the  potentially 
beneficial  Impact  of  abandoning  and  removing  the  Bowie  and 
Oracle  Compressor  Stations.   El  Paso  owns  40.0  and  36.9  acres 
of  land  at  the  two  respective  sites.  With  the  possible 
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I      The  visua 
handled  well, 
have 


resource  aspect  of  the  project  has  been 
cept  that  the  proposed  compressor  station 
t  been  considered  In  the  text.   The  policy 
of  limiting  the  description  of  the  existing  visual  envl 
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I  to  the  corridor  potentially  impacted  is  exactly  the  type  of 
policy  which  should  have  been  used  throughout  the  impact 
statement.  The  discussion  of  visual  impact  is  equally  good; 
it  is  straightforward,  substantive,  and  contains  very  little 
padding.  The  BUI  method  of  handling  such  a  subjective  topic 
Is  commendable. 

I      To  be  a  complete  discussion,  the  methodology  used  for 
the  pump  stations  should  be  applied  to  the  proposed  abandonment 
and  removal  of  the  Bowie  and*  Oracle  Compressor  Stations. 
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I  Page  3-302.   The  section  should  mention  that  as  a  result  of 
the  proposed  gas  pipeline  abandonment,  noise  emissions 
associated  with  increased  compression  requirements  would  occur 
at  a  number  of  existing  compressor  stations  on  the  El  Paso  gas 

I  transmission  system. 


Section  3.1.12  -  Land  and  Water  Uses 


General  -  There  needs  to  be  more  detail  presented  in  the 
impact  section  indicating  how  this  project  will  effect  land 
use  along  the  route.   The  major  comment  made  throughout  the 
impact  section  is  that  there  would  be  noise  and  dust  problems 
during  construction.   However,  the  "unavoidable  impacts"  sectio 
gives  considerably  more  Impact  detail  than  that.   It  would 
seem  that  this  "unavoidable  impacts"  detail  belongs  in  the 
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impact   section    (Chapter   3). 

IMore  detail    is  needed  describing  the    impacts   to 
land  use    from  the   abandonment  of  existing  compressor   stations 
which  would  not  be   required   for  the   conversion  of   the  pipeline 
system.      What   specific   abandonment    steps   are    going   to  be 
taken  at  which   specific    stations   and  how  will    local    land  use 
be  affected?      (See   comment   on  Section   3.1.7    -   Vegetation.) 

I  In  addition,   more   detail   needs   to  be   added  describing 

the  impacts  to  land  use  for  each  crude  oil  pump  station  which 
would  be  used  for  the  new  system.  No  specific  mention  is  made 
of  the  land  uses  In  the  areas  to  be  used  for  pump  stations  in 
Arizona,   New  Mexico,    or  Texas.      More  detail    is  needed. 


There  are  pages  and  pages  of  material   relating  to  the 
land  use    impacts   of  the  pipeline,    but    the    impact    to    the 
•f -J  9  ■  Midland    terminal    site    is  described   in  one    sentence  on  Page 
a-321.      Land  use   Impacts  at    the    terminal    sites    should  be 
resented   in  more   detail. 

I  Page   3-314.        The    lead   sentence  on   this  page    indicates    that 
uld   follow  the  easterly   side   of   the  Flood 
avoiding  potential  disruptions   to  recreational 
I  land  use  proposals  along  the   east    side  of   the   channel.      This 
J  seems   to   be   contradictory. 

I  Page    3-314.         (Reference    2nd  paragraph)        The  mileage 
percentages   are   approximate  and  should  be    so    identified.      In 
addition,    the   64.2-mile    figure    in   line    10   is    incorrect   and 
should  be   changed  to:      "The   remaining   25   percent  or  61.8  miles 
of  proposed  pipeline...."     Also,    the   end  o>f   the  sentence 
should   identify   that  approximately  8.4  percent   of   the   distance 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  would   traverse  open   space    lands. 
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-317. 


The  first  paragraph  belo 
ndicates  that  23.6  miles  plus  35  mile 


Table  3.1.12.1-3 

75  percent  of  the 


ngth  of  the  pipeline  crossing  the  State  of  California 

I  within  or  adjoining  transportation  corridors.   This  75-percent 
figure  would  be  accurate  if  the  121.8  miles  of  existing 
pipeline  to  be  converted  were  added  to  the  23.6-  and  35-mile 
lengths. 


IPage_3-318. 
Table  3.1.12 


Either  the  references  to  Table  3.1.12.1-4  and 

-6  in  paragraph  1  are  incorrect  or  the  tables 

Incorrect.   This  discrepancy  should  be  corrected  In  the 
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Reference  to  Table  3.1.12.1-4  should  be  a 
.  Table  3.1.12.1-5. 

Page  3-322.   Mention  is  made  of  the  impact  upon  land  use  f 
the  development  of  pump  stations  on  open  space  land.   Howev 
the  statement  goes  on  to  say  that   "these  Sites  are  also 
consistent  with  local  and  county  future  land  use  plans." 
Does  this  mean  that  the  county  is  going  to  change  the  open 
space  designation  just  to  accommodate  the  new  pump  stations 
which  would  be  of  an  industrial  nature,  or  that  these  areas 
are  or  will  be  zoned  Industrial  regardless  of  the  SOHIO 
proposal? 


Section  3.1.14  -  Transportation  Networks 


Section  3.1.16.5  -  Energy  Supply  and  Demand 


IPage  3-343.  The  section  entitled  "Parking"  presents  a  plan 
that  would  accommodate  the  parking  requirements  of  employees, 
but  does  not  indicate  whether  such  a  parking  lot  is  included 
in  harbor  planning.  If  not,  increased  employee  traffic  could 
have  an  impact  on  the  surrounding  neighborhood. 
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Section  3.1.15  -  Utility  Networks 
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The  last  paragraph 
t  paragraph  on  Page  3-350. 


this  page  is  a  repeat  of 
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The  impact  of  the  use  of  87  million  gallons  of 
domestic  water  for  hydrostatic  testing  is  not  adequately 
examined.   Some  determination  should  have  been  made  as  to 
where  the  water  would  come  from  and  the  Impact  of  this  demand 
on  the  source.   Failing  that,  the  impact  of  the  demand  on  both 
Long  Beach  and  Dominguez  should  be  examined.   In  either  case, 
adequate  mitigating  measures  for  the  effects  of  this  drawdown 
should  be  developed. 

Section  3.1.16  -  Socioeconomic  Conditions 
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I  Page  3-353.  This  section  should  mention  the  potential  siting 
of  an  oil  refinery  along  the  pipeline  route.  This  possibility 
is  mentioned  briefly  on  Page  1-162. 
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I  Page  3-368.  The  las 
appears  to  be  in  erro 
|  other  than  minor  impa 

Page    3-378 


Gila  Pump  Station" 
hould  be   reworded. 


ntence  under  "Community  Services" 
If  new  construction  would  result    in 
then   they   should  be   specified. 

af    the    impacts  of  construction  under 
ection   is   confusing  and  disjointed 
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I  Page  3-391.    The  FPC  staff  reiterates  its  comment  that 
northern  California  and  the  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
gas  supply  and  demand  should  be  included  In  the  analysis 
because  both  northern  and  southern  California  are  dependent 
on  El  Paso  for  large  quantities  of  gas  and  both  could  be 
adversely  affected  by  alterations  in  El  Paso's  system.   (See 

I  FPC  comment  on  Page  2-1017.) 

Page  3-391.   After  the  first  sentence  under  the  subsection 
"Natural  Gas",  a  statement  should  be  added  which  identifies 
the  following:   "However,  the  transportation  of  gas  through 
El  Paso's  system  after  the  proposed  abandonment  would  require 
increased  mainline  fuel  consumption  as  a  result  of  increased 
compression  requirements  in  the  smaller  capacity  transmission 
system.   Estimates ,  based  on  El  Paso's  projected  sales  for 
future  years  with  and  without  the  proposed  abandonment,  show 
that  the  additional  mainline  fuel  requirements  would  equal 
8,740  million  cubic  feet  per  year,  7,220  million  cubic  feet 
per  year,  5,940  million  cubic  feet  per  year,  and  5,190  million 
cubic  feet  per  year,  in  the  first  four  years,  respectively, 
following  the  abandonment.   By  the  19th  year  after  the 
abandonment,  the  additional  mainline  fuel  requirements  would 
have  dropped  to  less  than  500  million  cubic  feet  per  year. 
El  Paso's  deliveries  of  natural  gas  to  its  customers  would  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  additional  mainline  fuel 
requirements." 

Page  3-394.  395  and  396.    In  Item  2,  the  "Arctic  Gas  Pipeline," 
it  should  be  noted  that  about  637  million  cubic  feet  per  day, 
not  447  million,  would  be  allocated  to  the  State  of  California. 
Of  this  total,  SoCal  would  receive  about  437  million  cubic 
feet  per  day  and  PGE  would  receive  about  200  million  cubic  feet 
per  day.   This  transportation  of  gas  in  the  "Arctic  Gas 
Pipeline,"  as  proposed,  would  be  accomplished  by  construction 
of  a  complete  loop  (917  miles)  of  the  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 
Company  mainline. 

In  Item  5,  which  Is  described  as  the  "Arctic 
Gas/Midwest  alternate,"  and  has  been  proposed  by  the  FPC 
staff,  about  601  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  day  would  be 
transported  directly  to  California  through  the  use  of  excess 
apaclty  which  is  expected  in  the  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 
ystem  due  to  a  fall-off  In  Canadian  gas  imports  into  the  U.S. 
Only  36  million  cubic  feet  per  day  would  need  to  be  transported 
through' the  El  Paso  system  by  displacement  to  equal  California's 
total  allotment  of  North  Slope  gas. 
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It    is  only   if   there  was  not  a   fall-off   In 
Canadian   gaa    Imports    that    the  excess   capacity  would  not   be 
available   in  PCT's    system,    and   that    la  considered  by  the 
FPC    staff   to  be  unlikely.      Therefore,    In  Tables   3.1.16.5-5 
and    3.1.16.5-6,    the  addition  of  447  million  cubic    feet    per 
day  of   gas  onto  El   Paso's  Permian   Basin   aendout    la  not  a 
realistic    situation.      It  was   presented  by  the   staff  only  as   an 
illustration  of    the  capability  of   the  Northern   Border  system 
to  displace   additional   gas    to  California   should    the  need  arise. 
This    should  either  be   identified  as   such   in   the   FEIS  or  should 
be  eliminated   from  the   tables. 

I  Note:      On  Page    75   of  Volume  8  of    the  DEIS, 

I  which   is    the   Energy  Supply  and  Demand  Final   Report  by 

I  Environmental  Research   and  Technology,    Inc.,    the   "Arctic  Gas 

I  Pipeline"   scenario  has  been   incorrectly  described.      The 

I  proposal  by  Arctic  Gas    involves    the  construction  of  a  major 

[loop,    917  miles    in   length,   on  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 

I  Company* s  mainline    in  order   to  transport  about   637  million 

|  cubic    feet  of  gas    per  day    (not  447  million). 

Also,    on  Page   86  of  Volume   8,    the   "Arctic  Gas/ 
Midwest"   scenario  has  been   Incorrectly  described.      The  FPC 
staff  has   proposed   that   existing  capacity   in  PGT's    system  be 
utilized   to   transport   the   gas   Instead  of   constructing  the 
mainline    loop  as   proposed  by  Arctic  Gas.      Therefore,    the 
North  Slope    gas  would  be    transported  directly   to  California. 
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I  As  mentioned   in  the  FPC   staff's   comments   above 

on  Pages  3-394,  395  and  396,  only  if  there  was  no  fall-off 
in  Canadian  imports  into  the  U.S.,  would  a  large  demand  be 
put   on  El   Paso   s    system  and  this    is  not   considered   likely. 


CHAPTER   4    -   MITIGATING   MEASURES 

Section  4.0   -    Introduction  and  Methodology 

I  Page  4-3.  Clarification  Is  needed  between  the  first  full 
paragraph  of  Page  4-3  and  the  fourth  paragraph  on  Page  4-58. 
The  latter  paragraph  appears  to  say  that  Federal  and  state 
mandates  require  full  mitigation  "...for  all  affected  land, 
regardless  of  ownership,"  and  that  this  has  been  confirmed 
by  the  relevant  agencies.  Page  4-3  says  that  these  agencies 
do  not  have  all-inclusive  authority  to  enforce  mitigating 
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measures  on  some  private  lands,  and  that  this  would  depend 
upon  acceptance  by  the  landowner.  If  Page  4-3  is  accurate, 
the  staff  suggests  that  BLM  Investigate  requiring  that  the 
right-of-way  agreements  stipulate  a  grant  of  permission  by  the 
landowner  to  utilize-  and  enforce  mitigating  measures,  or  at 
least  require  the  applicant  to  solicit  such  permission. 


Section  4.1.2  -  Geology 


Page  4-3,  Item  2.   The  applicant  proposes  to  locate  all 
structural  facilities  outside  the  San  Andreas,  and  San  Jacinto 
fault  systems.   The  staff  also  suggests  that  such  facilities 
should  not  be  located  within  the  Newport-Inglewood  fault  zone , 
especially  those  portions  within  Alquist-Prlolo  Special 
Studies  Zones. 


Section  4.1.3  -  Soils 

I  Page  4-4.    It  is  indicated  that  Sohio  plans  to  use  one  of 
nine  available  systems  for  detecting  small  subsurface  pipelin 
leaks.   Either  the  actual  method  which  would  be  employed  or 
the  nine  available  systems  should  be  described  In  Chapter  1, 
Section  1.2.3.3  -  Operation. 

Section  4.1.5  -  Air  and  Noise  Quality 

term  "appropriate  noise  suppression  devices" 


«**%  1  Page  4-5.   The  te 
***  |  should  be  defined. 


Section  4.2  -  Measures  Required  By  Federal.  State  or  Other  Agencies 
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Page  4-8.    Since  the  State  of  Alaska's  mitigating  measures 
identified  in  Items  1  and  2  are  apparently  subject  to  challenge 
in  the  courts  and  may  not  be  implemented,  the  FPC  staff 
suggests  that  BLM  require  similar  mitigating  measures  for  all 
tankers  involved  in  the  trade  from  Valdez  to  the  proposed 
facilities  in  Long  Beach.   In  addition  to  the  mitigating  measures 
identified  in  Items  1  and  2  on  Page  4-8,  the  FPC  staff  also 
suggests  that  double -bottom  hull  structures  and  gas  inert ing 
systems  also  be  required  for  all  tankers  transporting  crude  oil 
along  the  Valdez  to  Long  Beach  route. 


Section  4.2.2  -  Port  of  Long  Beach  and  Terminal  Ar 


Section  4.2.6  -  Pipeline  Route  Texas 


IPaRe  4-11.   There  is  apparently  an  Inconsistency  between  Item 
3  on  this  page  and  Item  4  on  Page  4-12.   The  FPC  suggests  that 
Item  3  be  eliminated  in  favor  of  Item  4  which  requires  at  least 
20  percent  segregated  ballast  on  all  tankers  using  the  proposed 
berthing  facilities. 

Section  4.2.3  -  Pipeline  Route  California 
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i  Page  4-17 ,  Item  1.  A  magnitude  7.5  earthquake  on  the  Newport - 
Inglewood  fault  should  be  used  in  design.  In  addition,  the 
specification  of  a  magnitude  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  describe 
the  seismic  design  of  facilities  or  to  support  the  "anticipated 
effectiveness"  stated  on  this  page.  The  measure  should  include 
design  accelerations  at  bedrock  and  stipulations  as  to  how 
foundation  level  shaking  should  be  determined  for  design. 


Section  4.2.4  -  Pipeline  Route  Ariz 


Page  4-32  and  4-34.  Item  2.   The  Federal  Power  Commission  (FPC) 
has  been  identified  as  having  jurisdiction  over  elimination  of 
the  powerline  extension  to  the  Ehrenburg  Pump  Station.   The 
FPC  has  no  authority  to  require  that  the  powerline  extension 
going  to  the  crude  oil  pump  station  be  eliminated  in  favor  of 
onsite  power  generation.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  if 
either  SOHIO  cr  El  Paso  file  applications  with  the  FPC  pursuant 
to  Section  7  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  for  the  sale  of  natural 
gas,  the  FPC  would  evaluate  whether  it  would  be  allowable  to 
use  natural  gas  from  El  Paso's  system  to  provide  power  at 
selected  crude  oil  pumping  stations. 


I  Page  4-38.  Item  1.   The  Fede 
authority  to  require  the  use  of  1 


I  Gila  Pump  Station. 


1  Power  Commission  has  no 

dscaped  berms  around  the 
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I  Page  4-48.  The  FPC  has  no  authority  to  require  that  the 
powe r 1 ine  extension  going  to  the  Guadalupe  Pump  Station  be 
eliminated  in  favor  of  onsite  power  generation.  (See  FPC 
comment  concerning  Ehrenburg  Pump  Station  on  Page  4-32.) 


Section  4.2.7  -  General 


I  Page  4-53.   The  BLM  proposed  mitigating  measure  for  remote 
I  control  valves  should  identify  the  maximum  distance  from  each 
I  location  that  the  remote  control  valves  should  be  installed  and 

whether  valves  should  be  installed,  1)  on  both  sides  of  each 
I  location,  2)  on  only  the  upstream  side,  or  3)  with  a  combination 
I  of  a  remote  control  valve  on  the  upstream  side  and  a  check 
I  valve  on  the  downstream  side  of  each  location. 

1. 


Section  4.2.5  -  Pipeline  Route  New  Mexico 


The  FEIS  should  define  the  term  "full 
omplete  "  and  how  It  would  be  determined  that  such  "full 
and  complete"  mitigation  efforts  were  indeed  accomplished. 
For  example,  it  often  happens  because  of  the  hurried  character 
of  salvage  work  that  the  only  sites  excavated  are  larger 
habitation  areas,  thus  giving  a  misleading  picture  of  site  types. 
The  need  for  a  full  representation  of  activity  areas  should  be 
identified  in  BLM's  proposed  "Mitigating  Measures"  section. 

Page  4-59.   A  potential  for  great  loss  exists  where  the 
pipeline  crosses  areas  of  late  Pleistocene  lakes  and  marshes, 
areas  that  were  heavily  exploited  by  Paleo-Indlan  bands  (DEIS: 
p.  2-747).  Unfortunately,  the  traces  left  by  these  sma'.l 
social  groupings  are  usually  unobtrusive  and  easily  missed 
unless  an  exceptional  effort  is  made  during  the  right-of-way 
survey.   In  view  of  the  usually  fortuitous  discovery  of  Early 
Man  sites,  the  staff  suggests  that  BLM  require  that  in  the 
archaeological  survey  and  salvage  work,  the  applicant  be 
responsible  for  generating  a  predictive  model  for  Paleo-Indian 
sites  along  all  or  part  of  the  pipeline  corridor  especially  of 
high  potential,  and  sufficiently  in  advance  of  construction  to 
allow  full  investigation  of  any  discovered  sites. 
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|  Page  4-46,  Item  1.   The  FPC  has  no  authority  to  require  that 

the  powerline  extension  going  to  the  Pecos  Pump  Station  be 
;  eliminated  in  favor  of  onsite  power  generation.   (See  FPC  comment 
I  concerning  Ehrenburg  Pump  Station  on  Page  4-32.) 
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CHAPTER  5  -  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  WHICH  CAHNOT  BE  AVOIDED 
Section  5.6.1  -  Air  Quality 

I  Page  5-11.   The  air  quality  Impact  In  Callfor 
occur  as  a  result  of  additional  mainline  fuel 
El  Paso's  system  and  subsequently  In  reduced  natural  gas 
deliveries  to  El  Paso's  customers  should  be  Identified. 
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Page  5-28  (second  paragraph), 
with  BLM's  c 
effective  as 


frequent  complaint  Is  echoed 
Tvage  archaeology  "...  Is  rarely  as 
earch  because  of  limited  time, 
Is."  The  FPC  staff  suggests  that 

tement  aggressively  address 
"  sufficie 


that 
lvage  re 
funding,  and  personnel  lev 
BLM  should  at  some  point  i 

this  chronic  problem  by  requiring  the  budgeting  i 
time  and  money  (including  a  discretionary  Contingency  fund), 
scheduling  of  survey  and  salvage  work  in  the  appropriate 
seasons,  and  reviewing  the  proposed  research  design  to  maximize 
the  quality  of  data.   The  simple  existence  of  a  law  does  not 
guarantee  protection  against  the  needless  waste  of  these 
I  diminishing  cultural  resources. 


CHAPTER  7  -  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF 

RESOURCES  ~ 
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I  Page  7-8.  The  FEIS  should  address 
mainline  fuel  use  on  El  Paso's  gas  1 
the  proposed  abandonment.  El  Paso  « 
fuel  use  of  68.2  billion  cubic  feet 

I  of  operation  commencing  April  1977. 


the  irretrievable  additional 
ransmission  system  following 
stimates  a  total  additional 
over  the  first  19  years 


CHAPTER  8  -  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACT ION 


I  Page  8-58.  In  the  subsection  on  "Ma; 
identified  that  the  Port  Hueneme  area 
volume  of  ship  traffic  of  3,300  ships 
traffic  volume  is  also  stated  for  the  Es 


itime  Environment",  it  is 
has  a  moderately  high 
per  year.   This  ship 
ro  Bay  and  Avila 


156   Beacn  alternate  sites.   A  reference  should  be  given  for  this 

ship  traffic  volume,  and  the  characteristics  of  the  ships,  i.e., 
size  and  type  of  vessels,  should  be  identified  in  the  FEIS. 
It  should  also  be  identified  that  the  3,300  ships  per  year  does 
not  represent  shipping  traffic  into  these  local  port  areas,  but 
rather  coastal  ship  traffic  which  travels  along  the  California 
coastline.  Therefore,  this  ship  traffic  would  be  common  to  all 
sites  along  the  coast. 

From  Waterborne' Commerce  of  the  United  States. 

I  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Part  4,  1974,  the  volume  of  local 
tanker  traffic  for  the  Port  Hueneme,  Estero  Bay  and  Avila 
Beach  sites  should  be  identified  as  54,  179,  and  96  tankers, 
respectively. 

I  Page  8-60.    In  the  description  of  land  use,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  Ormond  Beach  area  does  have  industrially  zoned  areas 
where  significant  land  use  conflicts  would  probably  not  occur. 
In  addition,  proper  construction  procedures  can  avoid 
significant  impact  to  the  dune  habitat. 


APPENDICES 


Page  A -27  are  missing  and  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS. 
Page  A-287.  line  3.    Equation  "P  -  n       pm"   should  be 


1601  e*P] 

I  the  calculate 


"  |  r\    P~l  m   in  order  for  the  results  of 


in  Line  11  to  be 
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Appendix  A  3.1.6 


I  Page  A-292.    The  emission  factors  for  heavy  duty  gasoline- 
powered  vehicles  listed  in  Table  A3. 1.6. 1-13  are  not  presented 
in  the  referenced  source  (EPA,  AP-42)  on  a  fuel  consumption 
basis.   A  derivation  of  these  emission  factors  should  be 
included  in  the  FEIS. 


RESPONSE 


Map    Vulmnt! 


I  Map  2.1.3-1.  By  reference  t 
FPC  DEIS  concerning  the  Cook 
Palos  Verdes  (Hills)  fault  zo 
through  Los  Angeles  Harbor. 


i  Ziony,  et  al. ,  1974,  and  the 
:nlet-CalTTornia  Project,  the 
ie  may  be  ^hown   to  be   continuous 
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As  a  final  general  comment,  the  FPC  staff  suggests  that 
the  format  in  the  DEIS  for  numbering  figures  and  tables  (which 
include  as  many  as  eight  numbers,  i.e.,  Table  3.1.16.5.2.2.6-2) 
be  revised.   It  is  obvious  from  the  straightforward  page 
numbering  system  used  in  the  DEIS  that  simpler  formats  are 
possible  and  beneficial.   The  FPC  staff  suggests  that  a 
numbering  format  similar  to  that  which  is  used  for  the  pages 
also  be  --sed  on  the  figures  and  tables  in  the  FEIS. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Secretary 


Bruce  P.  Conrad  (321) 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Interior  Bui1 ding 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 


Comment   #1 

The    Summary  page   has   been   changed    to 
reflect   this   comment. 

Comment   #2 

The   studies   ofoil    spill    impacts   dis- 
cussed   in   Section  3.1,5.1.2   indicate   a 
very  remote    chance  of   impacts    to 
coastal    areas  between   the   Gulf  of 
Alaska  and   Point   Conception, 

Comment   #3 

The   estimated   cost   of  the   proposal   has 
been   added    to   Section   1.0  of   the   FES. 

Commen  t    #4 


This  has   been  corrected    in   Section 
1.0,    Introduction   and    General    Project 
Description. 

Comment   #5 

Section   1.0,    Introduction  and   General 
Project    Description,    has   been   revised 
to   reflect   a  more   descriptive   align- 
ment  of  this   section  of   the   pipeline. 
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Comment  #6 


Comment  #12 


Section  1.0,  under  Significant  Federal 
Actions,  has  been  changed  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comments  #7  and  #8 

This  table  has  been  changed  for  easier 
understanding . 

Comment  #9 

This  has  been  corrected  in  Section 
1,1,1.1,  under  Sea  Leg. 

Comment  #10 

Table  1,1.1.1-4  was  believed  to  be 
adequate  in  describing  the  general 
area  involved  in  the  proposal.   Table 
3,1.12.1-2  has  been  revised  to  accur- 
ately reflect  the  amount  of  land  to  be 
directly  impacted. 

Comment  #11 

A  description  of  these  bends  has  been 
added  in  Section  1 . 1 . 1 . 1 ,  under  De- 
tails of  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and 
Texas  Route. 


Figure  1.1.1.2-4  has  been  replaced  and 
is  now  consistent  with  the  text  in 
Section  1.2.2.1,  under  Storage  Tanks. 

Comment  #13 

Figure  1.1.2,1-1  has. been  changed  to 
identify  Dommguez  Hills  terminal  as 
the  inland  terminal. 


Comment  #14 

Section  1.2.2.1,  under  Dredge  and 
Fill,  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #15 

Information  now  contained  in  Section 
1.2.2.1,  under  Dredge  and  Fill,  of  the 
FES  is  considered  adequate  for  the 
analysis  of  impacts  from  dredging  and 
filling  activities  which  are  directly 
related  to  the  proposal. 


Comment  #16 

It  is  believed  that  these  tables  are 
helpful  to  those  who  wish  to  assess 
the  engineering  and  construction  as- 
pects of  the  proposal.   No  "typical" 
lists  can  be  formulated  because  of 
differences  in  segment  areas. 

Comment  #17 

As  discussed  in  Sections  1.2.3.3  and 
1.2.3.4,  access  trails  would  be  main- 
tained in  the  right-of-way  along  most 
of  the  pipeline.   Acreage  to  be  utili- 
zed as  maintenance  roads  is  discussed 
in  appropriate  sections  of  Chapter  3. 
Maintenance  or  access  roads  outside  of 
the  proposed  right-of-way  would  re- 
quire additional  permits  and  environ- 
mental analyses  where  public  lands  are 
involved. 

Comment  #18 

"Gasline"  has  been  changed  to  "gas 
pipeline ." 

Comment  #19 

BLM  believes  the  table  can  be  ade- 
quately utilized  in  the  existing 
format. 


Comment  #20 

Please  refer  to  the  "Air  Quality  Im- 
pact Assessment  of  Pipeline  Abandon- 
ment and  Conversion"  tsee  Chapter  1, 
Table  of  Contents, .for  availability) 
and  to  its  discussion  in  Section 
3.1.6.1.2. 

Comment  #21 

This  was  corrected  in  Section  1 . 2 . 3 . 1 , 
under  Abandonment  and  Conversion  of 
Gas  Pipelines . 

Comment  #22 

Specific  design  plans  have  not  been 
developed  yet  by  the  applicant. 

Comment  #23 

Nondestructive  tests  of  production 
welds  are  more  fully  described  in  Sec- 
tion 1 . 2 . 3 . 2  ,  under  Pipe  Bending,  Lay- 
ing, and  Welding.   The  percentage  of 
welds  to  be  so  tested  is  presently  un- 
known . 

Comment  #24 

The  figure  .05  has  been  changed  to  .5 
to  reflect  this  comment. 
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Comment   #25 

This  matter   is   now  addressed   in 
Section   1.2.3.2,    under  Main-Line 
Valves . 

Comment    #26 

Because   of   a   lack  of  precise    informa- 
tion on   the   location  of  proposed 
power-line   rights-of-way,    these   will 
require   supplemental    environmental    an- 
alyses  when    formal    applications    from 
public    utility  companies   are  made.' 

Comment    #27 

See  Comment  26,  above. 

Comment  #28 

All  available  information  on  this  sub- 
ject at  the  time  of  this  writing  was 
inserted  in  the  text  in  Section 
1.2.3.2,  under  Communication  Systems. 
A  mitigating  measure  is  contained  in 
Section  4.1.3  to  require  the  best 
available  leak  detection  system. 


Comments  #29,  #30  and  #31 

•A  preliminary  hydrostatic  test  plan 
has  been  developed  and  inserted  in 
Section  1.2.3.2,  under  Actions  Follow- 
ing Construction  (Testing) ,  and  Appen- 
dix Al.2.3.2.   Impacts  related  to  this 
plan  have  been  revised  in  the  appro- 
priate sections  of  Chapters  3  and  5. 

Comment  #32 

Descriptions  of  various  tanker  opera- 
tions have  been  added  to  Appendix 
Al . 1 . 1 . 1 . 

Comment  #33 

BLM  believes  the  text  was  adequate, 
and  no  change  was  made. 

Comment  #34 

This  item  was  corrected  in  the  text  in 
Section  1.3.1.3,  under  Federal  Power 
Commission. 

Comment  #35 

This  information  was  added  in  Section 
1.3.1.3,  under  Federal  Power  Commis- 
sion. 


Comment  #36 

There  is  no  one  wind  rose  for  the  Los 
Angeles  Air  Shed.   Atmospheric  stabil- 
ity varies  with  location  and  time. 
Minimal  tables  would  not  explicate; 
complete  data  would  overwhelm.   Wind 
roses  and  other  data  for  the  tanker 
route  are  in  Attachment  2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #37 

Section  2.1.1.1,  under  Southern 
California  Coastal  Region,  has  been 
revised  to  quantify  data  on  winter 
storms  and  severe  winds .   Data  on  Map 
11  of  Attachment  2  corroborate  this. 

Comment  #38 

The  Tanker  Traffic  Study  indicates 
minimal  impact  on  tanker  safety  due  to 
reduced  visibility.   See  Attachment  2 
for  additional  visibility  data. 

Comment  #39 

This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  in  the 
FES. 


Comment  #40 

Refer  to  the  response  to  Comment  36 
above.   The  only  impact  identified  as 
involving  mixing  heights  is  oxidant 
downwind.   A  detailed  description  of 
the  meteorology  used  in  the  photochem- 
ical diffusion  model  can  be  found  in 
the  referenced  Air  Quality  Study 
(Section  3.1.6)  and  in  brief  form  in 
Appendix  A3 . 1 . 6  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #41 

Section  2.1.3.2.2,  under  Regional  Tec- 
tonics and  Structural  Setting,  has 
been  revised  to  indicate  the  Palos 
Verdes  fault  as  active. 

Comment  #42 

Figure  2.1.3.2,1-1  has  been  corrected 
to  reflect  this  comment. 
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Comment  #43 


Design 
for  th 
except 
Greens 
cant  '  s 
Narver 
offset 
fault 
A  spec 
ned  fo 
for  re 


displacemen 
e  faults  cro 

as  reported 
felder,  R.W. 

seismic  con 
,  Inc  .  ,  are 

problems  at 
crossing  nea 
ial  pipe  con 
r  this  area, 
lated  mitiga 


ts  are  not  available 

ssed  by  this  project 
in  papers,  such  as 
(1974)  .   The  appli- 

sultants,  Holmes  & 

expecting  only  fault 
tne  San  Andreas 

r  Indio,  California. 

figuration  is  plan- 
See  Section  4.1.2 

ting  measures. 


Comments  #44  and  #45 


The  text  and  Table  2. 
been  revised  to  corre 
sistencies  and  to  ref 
ments.   Ground  respon 
related  to  anticipate 
have  been  studied  by 
(1976) .   A  statement 
tion  2.1.3.3.1  that  t 
Beach  will  study  the 
evaluation  of  the  por 
upon  completion  of  th 
sification. 


1.3. 3. 2-1. have 
ct  these  incon- 
lect  these  com- 
se  evaluations 
d  seismic  events 
Holmes  &  Narver 
was  added  in  Sec- 
he  Port  of  Long 
dynamic  response 
t  terminal  area 
e  mechanical  den- 


Comment  #46 

A  detailed  study  of  the  liquefaction 
potential  along  the  pipeline  route  is 
included  in  the  reference:   Holmes  & 
Narver,  1976.   A  mitigating  measure 
relating  to  liquefaction  potential  is 
included  in  Section  4.2.2. 

Comment  #47 

This  figure  has  been  deleted  in  the 
FES. 

Comment  #48 

The   Newport-Inglewood    fault   has   been 
changed    to    show  capability  of   a   7.5 
magnitude   earthquake    (Section 
2.1.3.2.2,    under   Regional    Tectonics 
and    Structural    Setting). 

Comment   #49 

The  description  of  Palos  Verdes  fault 
has  been  changed  to  indicate  that  it 
is  an  active  fault .   See  Section 
2.1.3.2.2,  under  Regional  Tectonics 
and  Structural  Setting. 

Comment  #50 

Section  2.1.5  was  revised  with  much 
material  removed  to  the  Appendix. 


Comment  #51 

Comment  was  considered  but  no  text 
change  was  believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #52 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  believed  to  be  needed. 

Comment  #53 

The  text  in  Section  2.1.7.2  has  been 
rewritten  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #54 

These  two  sections  were  discussed  sep- 
arately under  the  major  headings, 
Ocean  (2.1.8.1.1)  and  Coastal,  Bays, 
and  Estuaries  (2.1.8.1.2).   Therefore, 
there  is  some  unavoidable  redundancy. 
No  text  change  was  made. 

Comment  #55 

More  specific  information  for  the 
Prince  William  Sound  area  on  commer- 
cial fish  and  crab  harvests  has  been 
included  in  Section  2.1.8.1. 


Comment  #56 

As  much  of  this  material  was  reworked 
as  was  possible. 

Comment  #57 

Section  2.1.8.1.1  has  been  clarified 
regarding  this  comment. 

Comment  #58 

The  text  was  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #59 

Comment  was  considered,  but  no  text 
changes  were  believed  to  be  warranted, 

Comment  #60 

Comment  was  considered,  but  no  text 
changes  were  believed  to  be  warranted, 

Comment  #61 

Section  2.1.12.3,  Santa  Barbara  Coun- 
ty, has  been  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment . 
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Comment  #62 

Section  2.1.12.3,  Los  Angeles-Rio 
Hondo  Channels,  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #63 

Comment  was  considered,  but  no  text 
changes  were  believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #64 

A  text  change  made  in  Section 
2.1.12.6,  Los  Angeles  County,  to  re- 
flect this  change. 

Comment  #65 

A  texl:  change  made  in  Section 
2.1.12.6,  Los  Angeles  County,  to  re- 
flect this  change. 

Comment  #66 

A  text  change  made  in  Section 
2.1.12.6,  Los  Angeles  County,  to  re- 
flect this  change. 

Comment  #67 

Comment  was  considered,  but  no  text 
changes  were  believed  to  be  warranted. 


Comment  #68 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
2.1.12.6,  Riverside  County,  to  clarify 
this  point. 

Comment  #69 

Comment  was  considered,  but  no  text 
changes  were  believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #70 

A  text  change  made  in  Section 
2.1.13.2,  under  California. 

Comment  #71 

Comment  was  considered;  no  text  change 
required . 

Comment  #72 

It  is  believed  that  the  information 
presented  in  this  section,  including 
additional  material  added  on  vessel 
traffic,  adequately  addresses  this 
issue . 


Comment  #73 

The  reference  in  Section  2.1.14.2  has 
been  corrected,  and  a  reference  to  a 
map  of  the  Long  Beach  Port  area,  Fig- 
ure 1.1.1.2-1,  has  been  added  to  the 
text. 

Comment  #74 

Reference   to   the   cordon  boundaries   of 
the    study  area  was   deleted   in   Section 
2.1.14.2.      No    further    information  was 
available  on   service   of  north-south 
surface    streets. 

Comment   #75 

Section  2.1.14.2,  under  Highways  and 
under  Railroads,  has  been  revised  to 
refer  the  reader  to  Table  1.2.3.2-1. 

Comment  #76 

BLM  believes  that  this  section  is  nec- 
essary because  one  of  the  waterways 
discussed  is  navigable  at  the  point 
crossed. 


Comment  #77 

In  many  cases  information  is  presented 
to  show  that  there  are  no  impacts.   In 
large  urbanized  areas,  aggregate  data 
are  better  suited  for  presentation. 
No  text  changes  are  believed  to  be 
warranted . 

Comment  #78 

This  sentence  in  Section  2.1.16.3, 
under  Housing,  has  been  completed. 

Comment  #7  9 

The  text  in  Section  2.1.16.3,  under 
Employment,  has  been  clarified. 

Comment  #80 

Comment  was  considered  and  no  text 
change  was  believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #81 

The  scenarios  presented  in  Section 
2.1.16.5  are  believed  to  adequately. 
treat  all  realistic  gas  supply  possi- 
bilities relevant  to  the  proposal. 
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Comment  #82 

This  reference  to  Figure  2.1.16.5-20 
has  been  deleted  in  Section  2  . 1 . 16 . 5 , 
under  Natural  Gas.   BLM  believes  a  new 
figure  showing  natural  gas  production 
in  the  United  States  is  not  needed. 

Comment  #83 

BLM  believes  the  discussion  of  energy 
supply/demand  contained  in  Sections 
2.1.16.5  and  3.1,16.5  adequately 
covers  conditions  and  impacts  related 
to  conversion  of  the  gas  pipeline. 

Comment  #84 

Section   2.1.16.5,    under   Natural   Gas, 
was   revised   to   reflect   this   comment. 

Comment   #85 

The  text  in  Section  2.1.16.5,  under 
Natural  Gas,  has  been  clarified  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 

Comment  #86 

Text   changes   were  made    in   Section 
3.1.2.2.1    reflecting    this   comment. 


Comment  #87 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
3.1.2.2.1  reflecting  this  comment. 

Comment  #88 

It  has  been  determined  that  no  main- 
tenance dredging  in  the  Colorado  River 
will  be  necessary.   This  paragraph  was 
deleted  in  Section  3.1.2.2.1. 

Comment  #89 

Tsunami  hazards  are  not  considered  to 
be  potentially  significant  for  this 
project.   No  text  change  was  believed 
warranted . 

Comment  #90 

Scour  information  was  not  available 
for  most  stream  crossings.   However, 
the  potential  impacts  were  reanalyzed 
in  light  of  analogous  data  and  profes- 
sional experience,  and  no  changes  were 
believed  warranted. 


Comment  #91 

After  reanalvsis  of  the  subject,  no 
significant  hazards  from  subsidence 
were  identified  in  the  karst  areas  in 
New  Mexico  and  Texas.   No  text  changes 
were  believed  warranted. 

Comment  #92 

Information  related  to  surface  fault 
displacements  is  not  available  other 
than  in  references  cited,  such  as 
Greensfelder,  R.W.  (1974;.   See  Sec- 
tion 4.1.2  for  related  mitigating 
measures , 

Comment  #93 

As  abandonment  of  the  gas  facilities 
would  have  the  greatest  potential  im- 
pact on  vegetation  and  visual  re- 
sources, the  subject  has  been  added  to 
Sections  3.1.7.2.1  and  3.1.10.3  of  the 
FES.   A  discussion  of  Guadalupe  Pass 
has  been  added  to  Section  3.1.4.2.1  of 
the  FES. 


Comments  #94  and  #95 

Loss  of  productivity  refers  to  loss  of 
perennial  and  annual  vegetative  cover 
resulting  from  construction  activi- 
ties.  Loss  of  soil  by  wind  during 
grading  and  excavation  would  be  negli- 
gible in  terms  of  reduced  vegetative 
vigor  or  reproduction  under  natural 
conditions . 

Comment  #96 

Various  crossings  are  discussed  in 
Section  1 . 2 . 3 , 2 ,  under  Special  Con- 
struction.  Specific  measures  for  re- 
inforcing the  pipeline  at  locations 
where  the  span  exceeds  40  feet  in 
Length  have  not  been  provided  by  the 
applicant . 

Comment  #97 

Section  3.1.5.1 .2,  under  Probability 
of  an  Oil  Spill,  has  been  corrected  to' 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #98 

Section  3. 1. 5. 1 . 2,  under  Probability 
of  an  Oil  Spill,  has  been  revised  to 
reflect   this   comment. 
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Comment  #99 

The  source  date  for  Coast  Guard  infor- 
mation was  corrected  in  Table 
3.1.5.1.2-1  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #100 

This  reference  in  Table  3.1.5.1.2-1 
h  s  been  corrected. 

Comment  #101 

A  comparison  between  data  in  Tables 
3,1.5.1.2-1  and  -2  cannot  be  made 
directly  because  Table  3.1.5.1.2-1 
presents  information  about  the  ac- 
cident rate  of  tankers  per  1,000  trips 
while  Table  3.1.5.1.2-2  refers  to  the 
SOHIO  tanker  fleet  mix  over  a  107year 
period.   Note  new  material  contained 
in  Appendix  Al.l.l.l-A  on  tanker  traf- 
fic in  the  Valdez  area. 

Comment  #102 

Using  the  data  in  Table  3 . 1 . 5 . 1 . 2-2 , 
2.3  accidents  per  year  is  correct. 
Refer  to  Comment  101  above. 


Comment  #103 

After  further  analysis,  BLM  believes 
the  derivation  for  both  tables  to  be 
consistent . 


Comment  #104 


The  data 
and  3,1. 
for  a  cl 
probabil 
A  narrat 
ab  i  1  i  t  i  e 
oil  is  g 
der  Summ 
methodol 
ties  wer 


listed 
5.1.2-7 
earer  pr 
i  t  i  e  s  an 
ive  desc 
s  of  a  t 
iven  in 
ar  y .   No 
ogy  for 
e  believ 


in  Table 
has  been 
esentati 
d  sizes 
ription 
otal  los 
Section 

changes 
arriving 
ed  to  be 


s  3.1.5.1,2-6 

reorganized 
on  of  the 
of  oil  spills 
of  the  prob- 
s  of  tanker 
3.1.5.1.2,  un- 
in  the  basic 
at  probabili- 
necessary. 


Comment  #105 


Table  3.1 .5,2,  2*— 1  was  prepared  from 
national  statistics  and  analyzed  by 
MIT  as  indicated.   As  in  all  analyses 
involving  averaging,  the  resulting 
figures  usually  cannot  be  applied  to  a 
specific  site.   The  22.5-barrel  figure 
is  an  average  figure  while  100  barrels 
per  hour  is  an  upper  limit. 


Comment  #106 

The  location  of  the  Kofa  Game  Range 
relative  to  those  sites  listed  in 
Table  3.1.5.2.2-2  can  be  determined  by 
using  available  graphics. 

Comment  #107 

An  analysis  for  sulfur  dioxide  and 
particulate  under  observed  severe  me- 
teorology with  low  wind  speed  has  been 
added  to  Section  3.1.6.1.2  of  the  FES. 
There  is  no  documentation  to  support 
extreme  impacts  over  land  resulting 
from  fumigation. 

Comment  #108 

Air  quality  impacts  due  to  additional 
main-line  fuel  requirements  have  been 
added  to  Section  3.1,6.1.2. 

Comment  #109 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  reflect 
this  comment. 


Comment  #110 

Section  3.1.7.2.1,  under  Arizona 
Upland  Desert  Biome  and  under  Desert 
Grassland  Biome,  have  been  revised  to 
reflect  abandonment  of  Oracle  and 
Bowie  Natural  Gas  Compressor  Stations. 

Comment  #111 

Comment  was  considered,  but  no  wild- 
life impacts  were  identified  from 
these  activities.   No  text  changes 
were  made. 

Comment  #112 

The  removal  of  the  two  compressor  sta- 
tions would  involve  little,  if  any, 
additional  surface  disturbance.   Thus, 
impacts  on  cultural  resources  from 
this  action  are  believed  to  be  neglig- 
ible . 

Comment  #113 

Text  changes  have  been  made  to  reflect 
compressor  station  abandonment  in  Sec- 
tion 3.1.10.3,  under  Arizona. 
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Comment  #114 


Comment  #120 


Text  changes  have  been  made  to  reflect 
compressor  station  abandonment  in  Sec- 
tion 3.1.10.3,  under  Arizona. 

Comment  #115 

Text  was  changed  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 

Comment  #116 

Additional  detail  on  noise  impacts  has 
been  incorporated  in  Section  3.1.11, 

Comment  #117 

Impacts  of  compressor  station  abandon- 
ment have  been  added  in  Section 
3.1.7.2.1  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #118 

Section  3.1.12.2,  Operation  and  Main- 
tenance, has  been  revised. 

Comment  #119 

Section  3.1.12.1,  under  Texas,  has 
been  revised  to  reflect  this  comment. 


This  sentence  in  Section  3.1.12.1,  un- 
der California,  has  been  corrected. 

Comment  #121 

This  paragraph  in  Section  3.1.12.1, 
under  California,  has  been  revised. 

Comment  #122 

This  was  clarified  in  Section 
3.1.12.1,  under  California,  in  the 
FES. 

Comment  #123 

This  has  been  corrected  in  Section 
3.1.12.1,  under  Arizona,  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #124 

This  reference  was  deleted  in  Section 
3.1.12.1,  under  Texas,  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #125 

This  section  in  Section  3.1.12.2, 
under  Operation  and  Maintenance,  has 
been  revised.  . 


Comment  126 

Section  3.1.14.2,  under  Parking,  has 
been  changed  to  specify  that  there  are 
no  adverse  impacts. 

Comment  #127 

This  has  been  corrected  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #128 

Section  3.1.15.1  has  been  revised  in 
line  with  the  updated  hydrostatic  test 
water  information  presented  in  Section 
1.2.3.2. 

Comment  #129 

While  this  is  mentioned  briefly  in 
Chapter  1,  there  are  no  current  appli- 
cations to  build  refineries  along  the 
pipeline  route. 

Comment  #130 

The  text  in  Section  3.1.16.3,  under  . 
Community  Services,  was  changed  by  de- 
leting "other  than." 


Comment  #131 

The  text  in  Section  3 . 1 . 16  .  3 . 2 ,  under 
Gila  Pump  Station,  has  been  revised  in 
the  FES. 

Comment  #132 

BLM  believes  the  discussion  of  energy 
supply/demand  contained  in  Sections 
2.1.16.5  and  3.1.16.5  adequately 
covers  conditions  and  impacts  related 
to  conversion  of  the  gas  pipeline. 

Comment  #133 

Section  3.1.16.5  has  been  expanded  to 
discuss  the  reduction  of  gas  supply 
due  to  pipeline  conversion.  _  This 
topic  is  further  discussed  in  the 
referenced  study,  "Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  of  Pipeline  Abandonment  and 
Conversion." 

Comment  #134 

BLM  believes  the  data  presented  in  the 
referenced  pages  was  the  best  avail- 
able data  at  the  time  the  study  was 
conducted . 
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Comment  #135 


Comment  #139 


BLM  believes  the  data  listed  in  the 
referenced  tables  was  the  best  avail- 
able data  at  the  time  the  study  was 
prepared . 

Comment  #136 

BLM  believes  that  447  million  cf/day 
was  the  best  available  data  at  the 
time  the  study  was  prepared. 

Comment  #137 

The  best  available  data  and  assump- 
tions were  used  at  the  time  the  study 
was  prepared.   The  final  disposition 
of  Alaskan  gas  has  not  yet  been  re- 
solved . 


Comment  #138 

The  assumptions,  analysis  methodolo- 
gies, and  information  used  in  the  DES 
were  based  upon  the  best  available  in- 
formation at  the  time  the  study  was 
conducted . 


The  text  in  Chapter  4  has  been  revised 
to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #140 

Only  the  pipeline  has  been  planned  to 
be  located  within  the  Newport- 
Inglewood  structural  zone. 

Comment  #141 

This  mitigating  measure  (Section 
4.1.3)  has  been  changed  to  state  that 
the  best  available  technology  will  be 
utilized.   The  monitoring  system  has 
not  yet  been  specified. 

Comment  #142 

The  text  has  been  modified  .to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #143 

Chapter  4,  Mitigating  Measures,  has 
been  substantially  revised.   See  Sec- 
tion 4.2.2  for  additional  tanker  re- 
quirements . 


Comment  #144 

See  the  response  to  Comment  143. 
Section  4.2.2  now  contains  a  committed 
requirement  that  only  ships  with  fully 
segregated  ballast  will  be  permitted 
to  use  the  Pier  J  facilities. 


Comment  #145 

The  Newport-Inglewood  fau 
corresponding  proposed  mi 
measure  has  been  changed 
bility  of  a  7.5  magnitude 
in  Section  2.1.3.2.2,  und 
Tectonics  and  Structural 
Section  4.3.2.  Additiona 
details  were  not  believed 


It  and  the 

tigating 

to  show  capa- 

earthquake 
er  Regional 
Setting,  and 
1  mitigation 

necessary. 


Comments  #146,  #147,  #148  and  #149 

The  proposed  mitigating  measure  for 
on-site  power  has  been  deleted  and  the 
references  to  FPC  corrected  in  the  FES 
to  reflect  these  comments. 


Comment  #150 

The  applicant  has  not  determined  the 
exact  maximum  distance  between  valves. 
Valve  locations  in  critical  areas  have 
been  addressed  in  Attachment  1,  under 
sections  of  the  route,  and  described 
in. Chapter  1  in  Section  1.2.3.2,  under 
Main-Line  Valves . 

Comment  #151 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.2.8,  review 
and  approval  of  mitigation  plans  by 
BLM,  State  Historical  Preservation  Of- 
ficers, and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation,  as  well  as  on- 
the-ground  monitoring,  will  be  re- 
quired.  It  is  believed  that  these  ac- 
tions will  result  in  detailed  mitiga- 
ting measures  for  specific  sites  which 
will  ensure  maximum  identification, 
recovery,  and  protection  of  cultural 
resources . 

Comment  #152 

This  comment  was  considered  but  the 
additional  mitigating  measure  was  not 
believed  to  be  warranted. 
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Comment  #153 


Comment  #156  and  #157 


A  discussion  of  impacts  from  reduced 
availability  of  natural  gas  in 
California  as  a  result  of  reduced  cap- 
acity of  the  El  Paso  system  has  been 
added  to  Sections  3.1.6.1.2  and 
3.1.16.5,  and  Chapters  5  and  7. 


Comment  #154 

The  mitigating  measur 
Section  4.2.8  have  be 
the  goal  of  maxiraizin 
tion  and  recovery  of 
es  within  the  context 
construction  act iviti 
nized  that  limiting  t 
efforts  is,  at  least 
sion  of  the  authorizi 
in  the  case  of  public 
rights-of-way)  and  th 
tation  would  result  i 
recovery.  . Since  the 
these  impacts,  no  fur 
made . 


es  discussed  in 
en  developed  with 
g  the  identifica- 
cultural  resourc- 

of  impending 
es.   It  is  recog- 
ime  for  recovery 
in  part,  a  deci- 
ng  agency  ( BLM, 

domain  land 
at  such  a  limi- 
n  less  effective 
text  identifies 
ther  changes  were 


Comment  #155 

See  response  to  Comment  153  above. 


The  text  has  been  clarified  and  addi- 
tional data  included  in  Chapter  8  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #158 

The  text  has  been  revised  and  cor- 
rected in  Chapter  8  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #159 

The  Fault  Tree  Diagrams  are  included 
in  the  FES  in  Appendix  A1.0,  Section 
1H.2,  under  Design,  Construction,  and 
Operations  features  for  preventing  and 
minimizing  oil  spills. 

Comment  #160 

The  text  has  been  corrected  and  expan- 
ded in  the  FES. 

Comment  #161 

A  footnote  was  added  to  Table 

A3. 1.6.1-13  to  reflect  this  comment. 


Comment  #162 

Map  2.1.3-1  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  the  proper  delineation  of  the 
Palos  Verdes  fault. 

Comment  #163 

Table  and  figure  numbers  are  tied  to 
the  sections  in  which  the  reference  is 
discussed.  No  numbers  go  beyond  the 
numbering  of  those  sections;  i.e.,  a 
maximum  of  five  numbers  in  Chapters  2 
and  3,  and  four  numbers  in  all  other 
chapters . 
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RESPONSE 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH    EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

EIS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California   90720 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  crude  oil 
transportation  system  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland, 
Texas. 

The  working  environment  should  be  included  in  the 
human  environment  when  performing  an  analysis  of  a 
proposed  action  in  accordance  with  Section  102  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.   Nhile 
mentioning  potential  worker  exposures  covered  by  the 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  regulations, 
this  DEIS  does  not  address  the  impact  of  the  action  on 
workers  general  safety  and  health. 

I  Considerable  attention  is  given  to  the  historical 
landmarks  along  the  route  of  construction.   However, 
project  employees  should  be  made  aware  that  unlisted 
and/or  unknown  archeological  sites  may  be  effected  and 
workers  should  be  advised  of  their  responsibilities 
from  the  standpoint  of  legal  requirements  for  preserving 
such  sites. 

I  The  potential  for  pipe  ruptures  from  earth  tremors  and 
fires  present  a  risk  to  environments  all  along  the 
pipeline  route  in  Arizona,  California,  New  Mexico  and 
Texas.   Therefore,  this  portion  of  the  pipeline  should 
be  kept  under  continuous  surveillance  and  a  program  for 
dealing,  with  such  emergencies  should  be  implemented  to 

|  immediately  respond  to  any  leaks  that  may  occur. 


Sin 


erely 


Vnarles  Custard 
Director 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 


Comment   #1 

The   working   environment    is  addressed 
in   Section  3.1.17   on   public    safety 
which   was   added   to    the   Final    ES. 
Table    1.3.1.5-1   makes  more   complete 
reference   to   the   Occupational    Safety 
and   Health  Act   of    1970.      Besides    safe- 
ty,   OSHA  regulations   are  most    perti- 
nent  to   the  noise   environment   category 
used   in   this   Environmental    Statement. 
The    text    in   Section   3.1.11    (Noise)    has 
been   amplified    to   explain   that   noise 
impacts   on  workers   are  not   discussed 
because    they  would   be   typical   of   those 
for  major   construction   and  well   known 
by  the    appropriate   regulatory  agen- 
cies.     The  mitigating  measure    for 
noise    suppression  devices   on  construc- 
tion equipment    (Section  4.1.5)    has 
been   amplified   to    include   all  noise 
regulations . 

Comment   #2 

A  mitigating  measure   reflecting   this 
comment   has  been   added    in   Section 
4.2.8. 


Comment   #3 

A  surveillance  and  maintenance  program 
is  discussed  in  Section  1.2.3.4.  Oil 
spill  contingency  plans  have  been  con- 
sidered in  the  analysis  of  impacts  for 
Chapter  5,  The  oil  spill  contingency 
plan  is  available  as  referenced  in  the 
Table    of   Contents    for   Chapter   1. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Secrammnto  Area  Off  lea 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,   California  95823 


There  la  a  concern  for  potential  damage  that  could  occur  In  fishing  araaa 
and  Indian  truat  land  ahorallnaa  and  feeling  that  all  tankers  on  tha  pro- 
poaad   Valdai-Long  Beach  rout*   should  ba  of  doubla-hull    conatructlon. 


Tha  above  coesunts  raflact 
and  not  thoaa  of  tha  Dapar 
Tribal   Council. 


nlT    tha  view*  of    tha    Bureau  of    Indian   Affair. 
«ni    of    tha    Intarlor  nor    thoaa  of  althar 


tt-JLJ2uL 


Araa   Dlracto 


JAN  10  "1977 


Project  Manager 

Buraau  of    Land   Management 

Environmental    Impact   Statement 

Project  Office 
r.   0.    Box  660 
Lorn  Al ami toe.    California     90720 

Dut   Sir: 


Tha  Buraau  of    Indian  Affalra   haa   reviewed    tha  draft   environmental   state- 
ment  on   Crude  Oil  Tranaporatlon   eyetea:      Valdai,    Alaska,    to  Midland, 
Taua    (DES    76/47  datad    11-22-76). 

The   atudr   falla   to  addraaa    Itaalf    to   tha  unique   situation  which   tha   Indian 
peopla    find    themselves    In    today's    society.      The  atatua  of    their  land   la 
unlqua,    and  aa   such,    they   are  reluctant    to  permit    lta  use    for  purposes 
which  do  not  directly   benefit    the  Tribe  aa   a  whole.      They  have   a  concept 
of    land  ownerahlp   that    la    foreign    to  the  dominant   eoclety  and  do  not    feel 
that   aoney,    no  matter   how  much.    Is  adequate  recom-pensatlon   for    losing 
the  use  of    the    land    ltaelf.      They  wlah   to  retain    their    land   for    their  own 
use   as  well   aa    future  generations. 

nlng 


e  standards  used 


■his   o 

Ef 

Ice 

von 

J    r* 

nd 

that 

Cage 

o 

Insure 

that 

all 

Indian 

ocatl 

of 

the 

pipe 

line 

tr 

nr.n1 

It  should  alao  be  pointed  out  that  the  cultural 

to  evaluate  the  seneltlvlty  of  Indian  lands  may  not  be  the  same  aa  the 

Indian  people  would  apply  themselvea. 

While  we  have  solicited  but  have  not  received  any  official  word,  we  do 
understand  that  the  Moroogo  Reservation  doea  not  want  the  oil  pipeline  to 
go  acroaa  their  reservation,  and  they  will  do  everything  In  their  power 
to  keep  it  off  of  their  reservation. 

We  alao  have  solicited  but  have  not  received  any  official  word,  but  we 
do  understand  that  the  Ague  Callente  Reservation  does  want  to  negotiate 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 

Comment   was  noted   but    an   accurate, 
meaningful   discussion   of   impacts   re- 
flecting  this   concern  was   believed   to 
be    impossible    for   this   study.      The 
Bureau  of  Land   Management   believes 
that    the    letter    states   the    issues   ac- 
curately  and   clearly,    and   probably 
needs  no    further   elaboration.      The 
concerns   of  the    Indians   will    continue 
to   be   considered    in   the  decisions  by 
the   Department   of   the    Interior   re- 
garding  the   project. 


Uniled  Scales  Depanmenl  of  the  Interior         Environmental 

BUREAU    OF  INDIAN   AFFAIRS 
ALBUQUERQUE  AREA   0FT1CE 
W27 

J 


.*e   iy>f 


Memorandum  ■"»»,.. 

To:       Area  Director,  Sacremento  Area  Office 

Attention:   Environmental  Quality  Officer 

From:      Area  Director 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on 

Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:   Valdez,  Alaska 
to  Midland.  Texas  (DES  76/47,  dated  11/22/76) 


We  have  reviewed  an  executive  summary  of  the  subject 
statement  and  have  no  comments  to  make. 


Gu^ 


Area    Director 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


JAN 


\  0 1977 


Subjects 


Lnv 


Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Director,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Crude  Oil  Distribution  System:  Valdez,  Alaska 
to  Midland,  Texas 

ance  with  vour  memorandum  (undated),  we  have  reviewed 


ntal  Impa 


proposed  pipeline  corridor  would 
ation  area  and  through  one 


The  statement  indicates  that 

pass  near  two  parks  and  one  r 

park  that  have  been  partially  funded  through  the  Land  and  Mate 

Conservation  Fund.  The  three  recreation  facilities  that  the 

line  would  pass  near  are: 

1  -  Whittier  Narrows  Recreation  Are. 

(see  pp.  3-328,  329) 

2  -  Franklin  Mountains  State  Park  (also  known  as  Mt.  Frankl 

Wilderness  Park),  El  Paso,  Texas  (attachment  1,  pg.  83) 

3  -  Hueco  Tanks  State  Park,  El  Paso,  Texas  (attachment  1,  p 


Califor 


83) 


Section  6(f)  of  the  Land  and  \fater  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965 
(P.L.  88-578)  as  amended  states  in  part  that,  "No  property  acquired 
or  developed  with  assistance  under  this  section  shall,  without 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  be  converted  to  other  than  public 
outdoor  recreation  uses.  The  Secretary  shall  approve  such  conversion 
only  if  he  finds  it  to  be  in  accord  with  the  then  existing  comprehensive 
statewide  outdoor  recreation  plan  and  only  upon  such  conditions 
as  he  deems  necessary  to  assure  the  substitution  of  other  recreation 
properties  of  at  least  equal  fair  market  value  and  of  reasonable 
equivalent  usefulness  land  location." 


\ 


apply  to  any  other  recreation   facili 
parts  of   the  pipeline  corridor. 


funded  along  other 


Mitigati 


Meai 


;  made  < 


The 

of-way  will  be  utilized 
Me  agree  that  sections 
for  recreation  purposes 
how  this  mitigation  mea 
development   and  other  r 


page  4-6  of  section  4.1.8  that  rights- 
for  nature  trails  and  other  activities, 
f   the  right-of-way  should  be  developed 

however,  the  statement  fails  to  discuss 
ure  will  be  implemented.  Plans  for  trail 
creation  development  along   the   right- 


ridor  should  be  coordi 
officials   during   the  planning  stage 
specify    (1)    which  sections 
potential    for   trail   and/or 


t  -_  d 


appropriate   local 
,al    statement   should 
ight-of-way   have   substantial 
creation  development,    (2) 


L  agencies  have  been  contacted  regarding  the  recrea 
potential  of  the  right-of-way  and  what  plans  they  have  for  ut 
the  right-of-way,  and  (3)  what  assistance  the  applicant  will 
provide  in  developing  sections  of  the  ri^ht-of-way  corridor  f 
recreation  purposes. 


■^John  Crutcher    (/ 


I  Based  on  the  above,  if  the  pl- 
ot if  additional  access  and  m 
so  that  they  pass  through  any 
then  Section  6(f)    would  apply 


•posed  pipeline  corridor   is  reroi 

dntenance   roads   to  the   line   are 

of  the  three  parks  noted  above. 

Of  course,  6(f)  would  equally 


il.e«J 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


Sections    3.1.12.3,    under   Greater   Los 
Angeles   Urbanized   Landscape,   has   been 
revised   to    show  that    Section   6(f)    does 
not    apply  to    the   Whittier   Narrows   Rec- 
reation  Area.      The   pipeline  will   not 
cross   the   other    two  cited   areas   and 
thus    Section   6(f)    does  not   apply. 

Comment   #2 

The   comment   was   considered,   but    it   was 
believed    that   no    text   change  was   re- 
quired . 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   INTERIOR 

GEOLOGICAL   SURVEY 


Water  Resources  Division 

310  First  Avenue 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  99701 


November  23,   1976 

Charles  R.  Tulloss 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.   Box  660 
Los  Alamitos,  CA  90720 

Dear  Mr.   Tulloss, 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  with  the  opportunity 
to  verify  information  which  was  telephoned  to  Mr.  Arthur  Bass  of 
Environmental  Research  and  Technology  regarding  Columbia, Glacier. 

Overalli  the  draft  statements  about  Columbia  Glacier  are  clear  and 
accurate.     I  have  specific  comments  about  unclear,  misleading  or  in- 
correct statements.     Because  the  pages  are  not  numbered,  I  have  referenced 
my  comments  to  red  numbers  on  xerox  copies. 

1.  The  iceberg  risk  to  tankers  is  from  Valdez  Arm  to  perhaps  Hinchinbrook 
entrance,  not  at  Valdez.     The  potential   for  a  significant  increase  in 
iceberg  hazards  is_  implicit   in  the  data  base;  the  depth  below  sea  level 

of  the  glacier  sole  has  been  measured.  Columbia  Glacier  may  be  entering 
a  new  and  unstable  phase,  proof  that  it  will  become  unstable  is  lacking. 
I  would  suggest   the  following  wording: 

It  should  be  noted,  however,   that  the  iceberg  risk   in 
Prince  William  Sound  may  prove  to  be  significantly 
greater  during  future  decades  that  that   reflected  in 
the  history  of  iceberg  hazards.     Columbia  Glacier  has 
the  potential  to  become  unstable"  in  the  near  future, 
and  present  data  indicates  that  it  may  be  entering 
a  new  and  unstable  phase  at  the  present  time. 

2.  Icebergs  of  that  size  were  observed  in  Valdez  Arm,  period.     The  icebergs 
observed  farther  south  were  smaller,  and  the  observations  of  these  were  by 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  related  to  Austin  Post  verbally  at  least.     I  would 
suggest  obtaining  this  information  from  Austin  Post,  USGS  Tacoma,  WA,  or 
from  the  Coast  Guard  for  the  sake  of  accuracy. 

3.  I  observed  this  current  only  once,  October  8,  1975.     Thus,  it  is 
stretching  the  point  to  say  that   the  current   is  "typical".     Ocean  current 


data  may  be  available  from  the  Institute  of  Marine  Sciences,  University 
of  Alaska  or  from  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard.  Or  if  it  is  not,  that  fact  may 
be  pertinent  to  the  EIS. 

4.  Morn  I  and  Li  i$  not  a  generally  understood  lay  term. 
The  statement  would  be  correct  without  it. 

5.  A.  Post  published  this  suggestion  in  197S:  Preliminary  Hydrography 
and  Historic  Terminal  Changes  of  Colimbia  Glacier,  Alaska:  U.S.  Geol. 
Survey  Atlas  HA-559.     I  suggest  referring  to  this  published  document  here. 

6.  The  recent  observations  which  suggest  growing  instability  arc  precision 
surveys  of  the  flacicr  made   in  1974  and  1976.     These  measurements  document 
an  actual  ch.im  ier  over  a  two  year  period;  this   is  not  a 
natter  for  confirmation.     What    is  critical  to  the  problem  is  whether  or 
not  this  trend  will  continue  into  the  future.     Please  reword  as  follows: 

Precision  surveys  in  1974  and  1976  have  documented  a 
thinning  and  decreasing  stability  of  Columbia  Glacier. 
Iceberg  risks  in  Prince  William  Sound  will  substantially 
increase  in  the  future  if  this  trend  continues. 

7.  Suggest   inserting  the  reference  to  A.   Post  at  this  point   in  the 
references. 

If  you  have  any  further  questions  regarding  Columbia  Glacier,  please 
contact  Mark  Meier  or  Austin  Post  in  Tacoma  (  phone  FTS  390-6S02)  or 
me  here  in  Fairbanks    (phone  907-4S2-19S1  ext.    176). 

A  copy  of  the  draft  report  has  been  forwarded  to  Meier  and  Post.  They 
may  have  additional  comments. 


Sincerely, 

Larr/Mayo  '    / 
Hydfologist 


Enclosure 

cc:  Meier  and  Post,  Tacoma  USGS 
District  Chief,  WRD,  Anchorage 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


Additional    information   reflecting   this 
comment    about    Columbia   Glacier   has 
been   included    in   Section   3.1.5.1.2   and 
in  Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1-A,    Tanker   Traffic 
Study. 

Comment    #2 

Iceberg   hazards  have  been   included    in 
Appendix  Al. 1.1. 1-A,    Tanker   Traffic 
Study,    and    in   Section  3.1.5.1.2   of  the 

FES. 
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RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   INTERIOR 

GEOLOGICAL   SURVEY 

Water  Resources  Division 

Project  Office  -  Glaciology 

1201  Pacific  Avenue,  Suite  850 

Tacoma,  Washington  98402 


Additional    information  on   iceberg  haz- 
ards  has  been   included    in  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A,    Tanker   Traffic    Study. 


November  30,  1976 


Charles  R.  Tullosss 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  660 
Los  Alamitos,  CA  90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tol loss: 

Mr.  L.  R.  Mayo,  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  has  sent  us  a  copy 
of  a  portion  of  the  report  "S0H10  Curde  Oil  Transportation  System  Tanker  Traffii 
Study"  and  his  letter  to  you  dated  November  23. 

I  We  recommend  that  the  additions  and  corrections  noted  by  Mr.  Mayo  be  inserted 
in  the  document  which  should  then  quite  accurately  assess  the  iceberg  hazard 
situation. 


I  am  enclosing  copies  of  several  "iceberg  reporting  forms"  which  were  filled 
out  by  officers  of  the  Alaska  ferry  MV  E.  L.  Bartlett  and  the  tourist  vessel 
"Glacier  Queen"  last  summer,  which  shows  iceberg  conditions  in  Valde2  Arm  on 
several  occasions.  These  observations  further  document  the  presence  of 
icebergs  in  the  projected  tanker  lanes  which  resulted  from  abnormally  heavy 
calving  of  ice  from  Columbia  Glacier  this  year. 

Also  enclosed  is  a  copy  of  HA-559  "Preliminary  Hydrography  and  Historic  Terminal 
Changes  of  Columbia  Glacier.  Alaska."  by  Austin  Post. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
WASHINGTON.  DC      20240 


fEB4    1977 


Kemi  T^nduffi 


To:       Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Los  Alamitos,  California 

_  Prom:      Commissioner  of  Reclamation 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Crude  Oil 
Transportation  System  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland, 
Texas,  as  Proposed  by  SOHIO  Transportation  Company  (DES  76-47) 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  reviewed  the  Executive  Summary  and  full 
subject  document.   The  following  comments  are  offered  for  your  con- 
sideration In  further  development  of  the  statement. 

The  proposal  affects  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  where  the  existing 
pipeline  corridor  crosses  the  proposed  alinement  of  the  Salt-Glla 
Aqueduct,  Central  Arizona  Project,  near  Picacho  Peservolr  in  Pinal 
County,  Arizona,  and  project-related  lands  along  the  Rio  Grande  and 
Pecos  Rivers  in  New  Mexico.   Maintenance  and  agricultural  activities 
occur  on  these  lands  in  New  Mexico.   Nevertheless,  the  mltlgatlve  and 
protective  measures  proposed  In  the  statement  appttar  adequate  to  prevent 
unacceptable,  adverse  environmental  Impacts  in  these  areas. 


Further  specific 


fudi-. 


clarification  of 


Executive  Summary 


The  Execu 
River  are. 
proposed  i 


Summary  tends  to  emphas: 


receiving  the 


al  i 


and  Colorado 
affected  by  th 
nslderatlon. 


The  Executive  Summary  lists  237  miles  of  new  42-lnch  pipeline  and 
789  miles  of  existing  30-lnch  pipeline  which  would  be  Integrated  into 
a  single  unit  line.  The  summary  could  note  that  a  single  30-lnch  line 
is  adequate  for  the  present  SO0.0OO  barrels  pe.  day  proposed.   However, 
the  42-luch  line  is  used  for  the  new  line  in  order  to  provide  the  capa- 
bility to  double  the  capacity  at  a  later  date  by  integrating  with  a 
O^"0*  second  existing  30-lnch  line. 


Page  1V-10,  paragraph  2— The  last 
eliminate  all  emissions  from  proj« 
an  equal  additional  amount  of  emit 
unrelated  systems.  It  would  appei 
nate  all  project-related  emission: 
should  be  for  SOHIO  to  eliminate  ; 
reasonably  can,  then  to  eliminate 


the 

the  i 


radeoff 


sentence  States  that  SOHIO  must 
ct-related  sources  plus  eliminating 
slons  that  are  the  result  of 
ir  unreasonable  for  SOHIO  to  eliml- 

Therefore,  It  seems  the  Intent 
ill  project-related  emissions  it 
emissions  from  nonrelated  sources  li 
11  result  In  no  net  increase  of 

in  be  Lnterprei 

red  in  different  ways. 

Page  V1I1-3 — The  summary  should  Indicate  if  effects  from  "delayed  . 
are  less,  the  same,  or  greater  when  compared  to  the  proposed  actloi 

Draft  Statement 


The  -length  of  the  draft  stat 
repetition  of  general  facts. 

duration,  location,  and  zone 
istlcs  and  meteorology  of  th 
opening  statement  applicable 
that  are  applicable  to  all  s 
by  general  opening  statement 


ent  Is  Increased  by  seemingly  unnecessary 
For  instance,  there  are  Item  by  item 
hat  Impacts  depend  upon  size,  strength, 
f  Impact  as  well  as  physical  character- 
area.   This  could  be  emphasized  in  an 
o  all  following  discussion.   Other  Items 
liar  situations  could  likewise  be  handled 


There 


of 


whfl 


termlngling  of  dlscusslo 
ties  now  exist,  areas  where  facilities  must  be  altered  or 
areas  where  completely  new  facilities  are  required.  The  d 
Including  those  on  impacts,  would  have  more  meaning  if  the 
definitions  of  the  type  of  area  in  the  immediate  dlscusslo 


adequate  faclll- 


Llke 


the  Executive  Summary,  the  statei 
derations  emphasized  for  specif 1 
ill  applicable  locations. 


uld  i 


I  Page  1-1,  paragraph  2 — There  should  be  a  reference  concerning  cumulative 
effecte  from  the  additional  impact  from  handling  the  500,000  barrels 
per  day  of  oil  at  Valdez  that  is  not  considered  in  the  SOHIO  proposal. 

I  Page  1-40— Pages  3-19  and  5-9  diacusa  impact  of  work  at  the  Pecos  River 
crossing.   It  is  not  stated  why  work  is  necessary  at  an  existing  crossing 
If  such  work  Is  necessary,  the  description  of  the  work  might  properly 
be  included  on  page  1-40. 
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Page    2-226— It    la   correct    that    the   Midland   iru  drain*    Into   the   Gulf 
"    Mexico.      Hovaver.    the   Pecos   HUM    the   Rio  Grande   end    the   Rio   Crande 
tare   tha  Gulf   of  Mexico. 


•Is. 

4  I  - 

•I 


Thla  ahould  be 


Page  2-83.  Tabla  2.1.^.4-1  and  following  water  quality  tab lea- -Tha  read lot • 

given  aia  maximum  allowable  readlnga.   TT  ' 

any  confusion  aa  to  whether  tha  readlnga  are  max  lama  i 

Page  2-945--Tablc  2.1.16.4-3  doaa  not  aupport  the  cone 
black,  employment  rate  for  Midland  waa  SO  percent  high* 
total  alnorltiee.   The  tabla  ahowa  the  statement  la  tr 


■  Pagaa  3-6.  3-9.  and  part  of  3-10— Thla  dlacourae  la  informative  but 
O  I  doaa  not  conatltute  Impact.   There  are  alao  other  placea  where  dlacuaa: 
1  doca  not  dlacuaa  Impacts. 

—  ■  p«^e  V13.  flrat  aentence — It  appaara  that  tha  three  words,  "the  reduci 
*  |  In,"  following  the  comma  ahould  ba  delated. 

I  Page  3-45 — The  dlacourae  on  dredging  llata  factora  but  not  lapecte. 
Pagaa  3-47.  3-48.  and  3-49— Table  3.1.5.1.1-1  glvea  data  for  existing 


91 


conditions  rather  than  lapse 

Page  3-102.  aecond  paragraph,  line  6 — The  eent< 


I  Page  4-6  (4.1.8-3)— A  notation  could  be  made  that  certain  coapn 
pump  etattona  now  In  uae  for  natural  gaa  could  not  be  used  for  < 
would  be  removed. 


11 


I  Page    4-9 — The   main   paragraph   should   be 
expressed. 


lacks   clarity  of   expression. 


1?B  FaRe   t,'2*> — Tne    fl8ur 

I  Page  4-2 5 — The  expression  of  anticipated  effectiveness  could  be  stated 
something  like  the  following:  "Dlaruptlon  la  minimized  (or  eliminated) 
for   100  percent  of   agricultural  and  wildlife  activity  in  this  area." 

■  pay    4-26 — Mitigation   by    landscaping   and   paint. ig   would   aeefl   to   be 
14|  generally   applicable. 

j-|  Page   4-36 — The    commitment   to    replace    fences  would   i 


I  obligation  applicable 


all   similar    situations. 


,«| 


cases,  the  mitigation  by  relocation  or  alternate  source 
to  be  selection  of  an  improved  or  more  desirable  plan, 
approach  is  not  mitigation  but  selection. 


islHS 


inventory  la  completed. 
4-61— If  agricultural  landa  are  affected,  there  ahould  be  miti- 


1S| 


Page  5-1 — W«  question  the  premlsi  that  failure  to  carry  out  tha  proposed 
reasonable  mitigation  would  mean  a  classification  as  an  unavoidable 
Impact. 

Page  6-13  (6.2.2) — The  flrat  paragraph  does  not  aeem  necessary  for 


I  Pay  8-12— The  information  given  Is  accurate.   However,  the  "no  action" 
alternative  ahould  face  the  proposition  that  no  action  be  taken  to 
tranaport  oil  from  valdez  and  particularly  from  Valdez  to  tha  continents 
United  States.   Rationalization  that  some  action  will  be  taken  la  not  th 


I  A- 11 5 — Thla  table  ahowa  the  c 
The  maps  show  the  crossing  is 
discussions  ahould  be  coordln. 


ble  shows  the  crossing  of  the  Pecos  Reiver  to  be  la  Texas, 
in  New  Mexico.   The  table,  map,  and 
inated. 


title  would  i 


I  Attachment  1.  Maps — The  aerlea  of  maps,  2.1.5-1  through  2.1.5-12. 
useful  and  informative.   However,  they  give  nothing  on  ground  water  and 
are  hard  to  follow  on  surface  water.   A  dlf: 
appropriate. 

23|'V.ipters  2  and  3  need  a  more  detailed  index 


c:   Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #6 


Comment   #1 

Analysis   of   this   aspect   at    Port   Valdez 
is   beyond   the    scope   of  this   ES. 

Comment   #2 

Table    1.2.3.2-2    indicates   that   the 
pipeline   will   be   buried   under   the 
Pecos   River.      The  details   are  delin- 
eated   in   Section   1.2.3.2,    under   Water 
Crossings,    in   a   statement   that    applies 
to   all   river   crossings. 

Comment   #3 

Comment   was  noted   but   no    change  was 
believed    to  be  warranted. 

Comment    #4 

Table    2.1.5.4-1   has   been  moved    to   Ap- 
pendix Table   A2. 1,5. 4-1    and   has   been 
clarified   to    state   that    the   readings 
given  are  maximum   allowable  readings. 

Comment    #5 

This    statement   on  black  unemployment 
rates   was   true    for   El    Paso   not 
Midland.      Section   2.1.16   has   been 
changed , 


Comment   was  noted   but   no    text   change 
was   believed    to  be  necessary. 

Comment   #7 

Section   3.1.2.1,    under   Year   2000,   has 
been   revised. 

Comment   #8 

Because    quantitative    impact   analysis 
was  not   possible,    the    qualitative 
analysis    in   Section  3.1.5.1.1   was   pre- 
sented  to    provide   some   indication  of 
possible   impacts.      Table   3.1,5.1. 1—1 
has   been   incorporated   into    Section 
2.1.4.1. 

Comment   #9 

This   statement   has  been  deleted   in   the 
FES. 

Comment    #10 

A  text   change  has   been  made   reflecting 
this   comment    in   Section  4.1.8. 
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Comment  #11 

Section  4,2.1  was  changed  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #12 

The    figure  has  been  deleted    from  the 
FES  because   of  a  change   in  proposed 
mitigation. 

Comment   #13 

A  text  change  has  been  made  in  Section 
4.2.3  reflecting  this  comment. 

Comment  #14  and  #15 

Mitigating  measures  have  been  made 
site  specific  wherever  possible,  as 

generally  applicable  mitigation  cannot 
e  uniformly  enforced  on  private  lands 
without  state  or  local  governmental 
agency  commitments. 

Comment  #16 

Mitigation  by  relocation  or  alternate 
power  is  the  best  means  of  minimizing 
adverse  visual  and  land  use  impacts  — 
the  SOHIO  proposal  to  ship  crude  oil 
to  Midland  via  use  of  an  abandoned 
natural  gas  line  is  not  changed; 
hence,  these  power-line  relocations 
are  not  alternatives. 


Comment   #17 

The    text   has   been  changed    to   reflect 
this   comment. 

Comment   #18 

Section  4.1.6  reflects  this  comment. 

Comment  #19 

The  comment  was  considered,  but  the 
paragraph  was  believed  to  be  necess- 
ary. 

Comment  #20 

The   No-Action  alternative   was   sub- 
stantially revised    in   the   FES.      How- 
ever,   no   action  or   delayed    action   is 
primarily  discussed    in   terms  of  the 
proposed   Long    Beach   terminal    and   pipe- 
line  to   Midland,    Texas,    not   in   terms 
of  nonproduction  of   North   Slope   crude 
oil. 

Comment   #21 

Appendix   Table   A2 . 1 . 5 . 2-2   has   been 
changed   in   the   FES. 


Comment  #22 

The  Changes  and  Additions  to  Attach- 
ment 1  refer  the  reader  to  Appendix 
A2. 1,5.2-14  for  records  of  selected 
wells  noted  on  Maps  2.1.5-1  through 
2.1.5-12. 

Comment  #23 

A  more  detailed    index  has   been  de- 
veloped  and   added    to   the  document. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


1«77 


■  i  K  t . 


of  Land  Management 

ry  for  Pleh  and  Wildlife 


tlr*»te«s.«t 


From: 
Subject: 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

In  our  view  the  appi 


this  proje 

comments  a 

Background  dat 


oach  uaed  to  protect  the  ml 
leete  sound  professional  plai 
ended  to  build  upon  the  appn 


elected. 


n  archeologlcal  resources 
ey  has  been  conducted.   As 
ta  of  the  project  on  archeologlcal  resources  cannot  be  clearly 
lfled.  A   full  aurvey  should  be  completed,  and  compliance  with 
the  procedureB  set  forth  at  36  CFR  Part  800  documented,  prior  to 
instruction.   Background  data  on  historic  resources.  Including  both 
storlc  and  archeologlcal  reeourcea  and  those  of  a  non-archeologlcal 
ture,  are  of  much  poorer  quality  than  thoae  on  Implicitly  prehletorlc 
cheological  resources.   Surveys  for  compliance  with  historic  preser- 
tlon  atatutea  (notably  Section  106,  National  Historic  Preservation 
t,  and  Executive  Order  11593)  ahould  be  Interdisciplinary,  providing 
ta  on  all  types  of  historic  properties.   Consultation  with  pertinent 
ate  Historic  Preservation  Officers  should  be  documented,  and  com- 
pliance with  36  CFR  Part  800  clearly  indicated.   If  full  interdlsci- 
plinary  surveys  are  not  possible  prior  to  completion  of  the  FEIS, 

tlon  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  and  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  culminating  in  a  programmatic 
agreement  concerning  later  surveys  and  mitigation  measures,  should  be 
documented. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

IPaee  4-6:   Mitigation  measure  4.1.8.5  merely  atatea  that  archeologlcal 
surveys  will  be  done.   These  aurveya  ahould  be  Interdisciplinary, 
lnaure  the  location  of  all  typea  of  historic  properties,  and  ahould 
lead  to  the  development  and  implementation  of  plans  for  avoidance  and/o 
data  recovery,  in  consultation  with  the  State  Hlatorlc  Preeervatlon 
Offlcsra  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Hlatorlc  Preservation.   To  merely 
conduct  a  aurvey  Is  not  a  mitigation  device. 


direct 

cub."; 

logics 
proper 


-55  -  4-60:  In  addition  to  the  measure*  dlscuaaed  for  mitigating 
Impacts,  provision  ahould  be  made  for  svoldance  or  mitigation  of 
t  Impacts  such  se  vandalism  by  conatructlon  workers.   The  dls- 

at  4.2.8  deala  almoat  solely  with  archeologlcal  (and  paleonto- 
)  reaourcea.   More  attention  to  non-archeologlcal  historic 
les  appeara  to  be  neceaeary. 

I  The  dlacuaaalon  concerning  Impacts  on  cultursl  reaourcea  at  3.1.9  ahould 
make  clear  that  the  full  magnitude  of  thcac  Impacts  la  not  presently 
known  and  that  a  mitigation  program  to  minimize  known  and  unknown  impacts 
la  part  of  the  proposal. 


f  the  data  base" 

it   seldom 
recovery,    but 


r  of  the  final  i 


will  be  possible 


lling   the   i 

■d  on  page  4-57  be  made 
National  Park  Service, 
a  more   comprehensive 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


4 


1,  page  76,  the  southern  colored  area  designated  as  San 
tional  Park  should  be  changed  to  San  Bernardino  National 


sfeL/j£-yt~ 


As   discussed   in   Section  4.2.8.    follow- 
ing  the   completion  of  cultural   re- 
source  surveys   the    identified   re- 
sources must   be   evaluated   in   terms   of 
the   National    Register   of  Historic 
Places   criteria   as   set    forth   in  36   CFR 
800.      Following   this  evaluation,    con- 
sultation with  each  of  the   affected 
State   Historic    Preservation   Officers 
must   be    initiated.      Based   on   the   con- 
sultation,  mitigation   plans  must   be 
developed    for   review  by   the   Advisory 
Council    on   Historic    Preservation. 


Comment   #2 

BLM  believes    that    the   added   reference 
to    Section  4.2.8  provides   clarifica- 
tion on   this   comment.      BLM  agrees   that 
inventory   is   not  mitigation   and   points 
out    that    it    is  not   proposed   as   such. 
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Comment   #3 

An   additional  mitigating  measure   re- 
garding  construction  workers  has  been 
added    to    Section  4,2,8   to   reflect    this 
comment,       BLM  believes    that    the    term 
"cultural   resources"    refers   to  all 
values    (recent   historic,    early  his- 
t<?ric  ,    or    prehistoric)    and    should   be 
viewed    in   that    sense. 


Comment    #7 

Obviously  in  any  situation  where  sub- 
surface remains  may  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  occur,  this  technique  would 
not  be  considered.  In  the  context#of 
the  discussion,  this  course  of  action 
will  be  considered  only  in  the  in- 
stance of  clearly  recognized  surface 
roads   or   trails. 


Comment    #4 


Comment    #8 


This    comment    is   reflected    in    the   dis- 
cussion  of  unavoidable   adverse    impacts 
(after  mitigating  measures  have   been 
applied)    in   Section  5,9. 


Error   was   noted   on   the  Attachment    1 
change   sheet , 


Comment    #5 

This    statement   has  been   revised   to   re- 
flect   the   comment . 

Comment    #6 

The   text   has   been   changed    to    state 
that    avoidance   is   the   preferred  miti- 
gation. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  MINES 

•■MOI  V   STREET,  NW 

WASHINGTON  IX   20241 


January  10,  1977 


Memorandum 


To:       Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Loe  Alamiti 
California 

Througjf**  Aaalatant  Secretary — Energy  and  Minerals  /_•'<•».  < 


Director,  Bureau  of  Mine, 


ranaportatlon  system 


TMa  draft  environmental  statement  provldea  a  thorough  study  of  the  proposed 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  (SOHIO)  t ranaportatlon  system  to  move  large 
quantities  of  crude  oil  by  tanker  from  Alaska  to  the  Weat  Coast  and  then 
through  a  pipeline  to  Midland,  Texas,  vhere  connection  will  he  made  with 
existing  plpellnea  that  serve  Inland  refineries. 

it  la  anticipated  that  a  major  surplus  of  crude  oil,  on  the  order  of 
500,000  bble/dey,  could  develop  on  the  West  Coast  when  Alaska  North  Slope 
production  commences  In  1976  snd  that  this  surplus  could  grov  to  as  much  aa 
900,000  bbla/day  by  1982.   The  SOHIO  propoaal  would  move  this  oil  to 
refineries  in  Texas  through  conversion  of  an  existing  natural  gaa 
pipeline  and  then  to  mldveatem  and  eastern  markets.   Future  conversion 
of  other  existing  natural  gas  pipelines  paralleling  the  present  line 
could  lncreaae  the  capacity  of  this  system  to  1,2  million  bbla/day. 
However,  the  SOHIO  pipeline  project  could  not  be  finished  before  1979, 
leaving  a  period  of  time  In  which  an  alternative  means  of  getting  Alaskan 
oil  to  markets  still  would  be  required. 

The  Study  identifies  mineral  resources  and  operations  in  the  area  of  the 
pipeline  to  be  primarily  aand  and  gravel,  but  Including  oil  and  gas  in 
the  Long  Beach  area  and  eastern  New  Mexico  and  western  Texas.   Mention 
is  made  of  the  porphyry  copper  belt  trsversed  by  the  existing  pipeline 
(both  the  Sacaton  snd  San  Manuel  mines  are  Identified  as  being  within 
several  miles  of  the  pipeline),  although  no  elaboration  is  made  of  the 
significance  of  this  area  as  a  mineral  producer.   Likewise,  the  potash 
depoalts  of  southeaatern  New  Mexico  are  Identified,  but  the  importance 
of  the  area  as  a  national  supplier  of  this  mineral  Is  not  discussed. 
The  presence  of  gold,  lead,  line,  uranium,  sulfur,  and  other  oil  and 
gas  resources  In  areas  sdjacent  to  the  pipeline  is  noted.   The  study 
jOUtflOv 


sees  no  potential  adverse  Impacts  on  mineral  resources  from  the  proposed 
project.   It  ahould  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  pipeline  proposed  for  moat 
of  this  route  la  already  in  place  as  a  natural  gas  pipeline.   New 
construction  would  involve  mainly  additional  pumping  stations.   Thus, 
additional  land  disturbance  would  not  be  great. 

One  helpful  feature  of  thle  study  la  a  listing  of  special  features  within 
the  proposed  pipeline  corridor.  Including  two  dozen  or  more  mines,  clsy 
pits,  gravel  pits,  and  quarrieB.   The  impact  of  potential  oil  spills  on 
sand  and  gravel  pita  that  might  be  contaminated  is  briefly  dlscuseed. 
Five  pits  whose  proximity  to  the  pipeline  might  make  them  vulnerable  to 
auch  contamination  are  listed. 


I  We  suggeB 


rage  1-38,  be  fit 
ting  roofs.  The 
the  damaging  du 


rude  oil  storsge  tanks  at  Midland,  Texaa,  described 
ed  with  vented  weather  roofe  constructed  above  the 
additional  cover  would  protect  the  rubber  roof  seals 


One  paragraph  on  psge  2-829  raises  a 
intent.  Paragraph  two  on  that  page 
Resource  lands  for  lndlacrlmlnste  ml: 
hazard  to  recreational  ueers  in  term 
These  have  caused  serious  Injury  and 
locatioi  are  not  "indiscriminate"  i 
can  only  be  made  in  accordance  with  , 
secondly,  mining  law  requires  dlecov. 


"Prev 


it 


and 


rrlo 


Furthen 


e  of  National 
ng  claim  locations  have  left  a 
of  open  shafts  or  small  pits, 
ecldental  deaths."  Mining  claim 
that,  first,  valid  mineral  claims 
specific  legal  procedure  and, 
y  of  a  valuable  mineral  deposit 


i  may  I 


while  the  ha; 
the  Implication  that  exploration  for  minerals  la 
ce  la  incorrect.  This  paragraph  does  not  appear* 
d  be  eliminated  with  no  loss  to  the  continuity  an 
islon.  All  public  lands  not  specifically  withdraw 
are  open  to  mineral  exploration  and  location  or  lease.  Incidentally, 
meaning  of  the  term  "National  Resource  lands"  is  not  clear  in  the  cont 
used.  If  the  term  refers  to  BLM-managed  lands,  P.L.  94-579  has  revers 
the  uae  of  this  term  by  reestablishing  the  term  "public  domain." 


mesnlng  i 


On  pages  3-391  to  3 

-396 

the  draf 

proposal  to 

.onvert 

pat 

t  of  the 

crude  oil  tr 

insport 

far 

ility.   A 

are  not  clea 

r  and  some 

statement 

For  example. 

table 

3.1. 

16.5-4  co 

Transvestern 

natura 

K« 

s  pipelin 

Basin-South* 

-n  Call 

ort 

is  route. 

used  to  illu 

Itrate 

oat 

factora 

capacity  and 

projec 

td 

send-out 

eyetem;  the  dlff. 

between  c 

Transwe stern 

faclll 

i.  « 

..jay  have 

load  factors 

vlr. 


al 


,IU< 


El  Paso  natural  gaa  pipeline  syste 
.  few  points  In  this 


ubjc 


lders  capacity  of  both  the  Fl  Paso  and 
systems  presently  serving  the  Permian 
However,  tables  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6, 
er  this  route  through  1985,  exclude 
antltles  of  the  Transweatern  pipeline 
apaclty  and  send-out  quantities  of  the 
lgniflcant  impact  on  the  projected 
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RESPONSE 


I  The  statement  fall*  to  Indicate  the  assumptions  on  which  the  "Likely"  and 
"High-Volume"  aend-out  quantities  from  Permian  Basin  sourcaa  listed  on 
tables  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6,  respectively,  are  baaed. 

In  addition  tables  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6  Incorrectly  show  the  El  Paao 
pipeline  system  capacity  without  the  30"  line  proposed  for  conversion  st 
2,669.3  MHcf/d  In  1976.   This  capacity  ahould  be  shown  ss  2,020.6  MMcf/d, 
and  the  load  factor  for  the  same  year  ahould  be  modified  either  In  conjunction 
with  the  corrected  capacity  or  footnoted  to  the  effect  that  1976  Include*  the 
30"  line. 


irlflcatlon  reli 
illocsted  to  Ca: 
California  rout 
of  Alaskan  gas 


to  the  projected  movement  i 
nla  via  displacement  over 
Thle  situation  would  occur 
piped  to  mldwestern  and 


A  factor  which  requlrea  c' 
quantities  of  Alaskan  gas 
the  Permian  Basln-Southeri 
only  If  California's  ahar» 
eastern  markets. 

However,  the  Alaska  Natural  Cas  Transportation  Act  of  1976  (S.3521) 
requires  that  any  transportation  system  "assure  direct  pipeline  delivery 
of  Alaska  natural  gas  contemporaneously  to  points  both  east  and  west  of 
the  Rocky  Mountains  In  the  lower  continental  United  States."   Therefore, 
use  of  the  Permian  Basin-Southern  California  route  as  a  facility  for 
supplying  the  California  share  of  Alaskan  gas  via  displacement  appears 
unlikely.   Therefore,  the  447.  shown  In  tsble  3.1.16.5-6,  .should  be  deleted. 


Overall,  this 


and  the  pot< 


•ppe 


I  well  done.   Its  ldentiflci 
tlal  Impact  of  the  proposed  a 


ery  good . 


rh« 


only  general  crltlclei 
of  this  proposal  Is  th. 
one  of  the  unique  mine 


rgy  and 


I  supply  and  demand  is 
of  the  mineral  re 
Identify  the  Arizi 
of  the  world  and  a  major  element  in  the  economy  of  Arizona  and,  likewise, 
the  significance  of  the  New  Mexico  potash  deposits.   The  study  does,  however, 
note  the  importance  of  the  Wilmington  oilfield  In  California  and  the  dominance 
of  mining  employment  in  a  number  of  Texas  counties  through  which  the  pipeline 
passes.   We  agree  with  the  conclusion  that  the  proposed  pipeline  would  have 
minimal  Impact  on  present  and  future  development  of  mineral  resources  along 
Its  right-of-wsy. 


llbomtui  V.  rSkl. 


Comment    #1 

New  technology  prov 
ods    for   protecting 
reducing    emissions 
wind   and   go   past    se 
would    increase    the 
ment   of   an   explosiv 
space   between   roofs 
able. control    techno 
terrained   by  the   Env 
tion  Agency. 

Comment    #2 


ides   various  meth- 
the    seals   and    for 
that    are    induced  by 
als.      A   fixed   roof 
danger   of  develop- 
e  mixture    in   the 

The  best    avail- 
logy  would   be   de- 
lronmental    Protec- 


Section   2.1.12.5,    Pipeline   Route,   has 
been  revised    to   reflect   these   comments 
on  mining   claims   and   public   domain. 

Comment    #3 

This   information   is   available   in:      Fi- 
nal   Report,    BLM-SOHIO   Project;    Volume 
8,    Energy   Supply/Demand,   which   is 
available   as   referenced   in   the   Table 
of   Contents    for   Chapter    1. 


Comment   #4 

The  delineation   is   based   upon  differ- 
ing  predictions   of  annual    available 
sendout    quantities    from   the    Permian 
Basin.      These   assumptions   are    further 
discussed   in    the   supplemental   Energy 
Supply/Demand   report.      This   is   avail- 
able  as   referenced   in   the   Table   of 
Contents    for   Chapter    1. 

Comment   #5 

The  data  obtained    from  El   Paso   Natural 
Gas   Company  supports   the   present   text. 

Comment    #6 

Based    upon  a  review  of  this   data  by  El 
Paso.  Natural   Gas   Company  and   other 
sources,    this   table   is   assumed    to   be 
based    upon   the  best    available  data. 

Comment    #7 

The  mineral    resources   of  the  Arizona 
copper   belt   and   the    New  Mexico   potash 
deposits   are  not   expected   to  be   im- 
pacted   by   this    project. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
EGS-Mail  Stop  760 


JW* 


4  S77 


Project  Manager,  EIS  Project  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Los  Alamitos,  California 

slstant  Secretary—Energy  and  Minerals 

From:  .^.tJH rector.  Geological  Survey 

Subject:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  crude  oil 
transportation  system  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland, 
Texas 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  statement  as  requested- 
1n  a  letter  from  the  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Environmental  impacts  related  to  geologic  conditions  have  been  exhaus- 
tively treated  in  the  draft  environmental  statement.  The  document  1s 
exemplary  as  an  analysis  of  Impacts  of  oil  pipeline  construction,  and 
appears  outstanding  in  at  least  the  following  respects:   (1)  excellent 
map  folio,  including  delineation  of  such  geologic  hazards  as  slides  and 
rockfalls,  liquefaction,  subsidence,  water  and  wind  erosion,  expansive 
soils,  and  active  sand  dunes;  (2)  comprehensive  treatment  of  surficial 
deposits  or  soils  throughout  the  report,  including  maps  of  their  engi- 
neering characteristics,  hazard  potential,  subsurface  conditions  and 
slope,  and  good  analyses  of  related  impacts  (for  example,  p.  3-30  to  3- 
45);  (3)  extensive  analyses  of  seismic  hazards  (for  example,  p.  3-25  to 
3-30);  (4)  extensive  documentation  of  sources  {for  example,  56  pages  of 
references  for  ch.  2,  alone,  p.  2-1070  to  2-1125);  (5)  outstanding 
section  on  mitigating  measures.  Including  numerous  proposed  relocations 
of  facilities  (p.  4-1  to  4-61);  and  (6)  outstanding  section  on  consulta- 
tion and  coordination  (p.  9-1  to  9-24). 

I  Discussion  of  clearing  and  grading  of  pipeline  right-of-way  (p.  1-50, 
par.  6)  should  include  provisions  for  revegetation  to  minimize  erosion 
that  may  result  from  either  severe  thunder-shower  runoff  or  wind  action. 


A  cathodic  protection  system  for  ground  water  resources  Is  to  be  used 
(p.  1-75,  1-126,  A-4,  A-5,  A-15).  The  environmental  statement  should 
describe  the  principal  features  of  this  system;  In  particular,  It  should 
state  whether  deep  vertical  cathode  wells  will  be  used  or  shallow  vertical 
or  horizontal  cathodes.   If  deep  well  cathodes  are  to  be  used,  the 
statement  should  address  the  protection  of  aquifers  against  movement  of 
pollutants  down  the  cathode  wells,  which  are  usually  packed  with  permeable 
materials. 

3|  No  explanation  was  noted  in  the  text  for  the  three  "drill  sites"  on  Pier 
•*|  J  delineated  on  figure  1.1.1.2-2. 

The  water  depth  at  the  proposed  terminal  site  in  San  Pedro  Bay  is  given 
as  approximately  48- feet  MLLW  on  page  2-42  (par.  1).  but  was  previously 
given  as  42  feet  MLLW  on  page  1-29  (last  par.).   It  is  probable  that 
these  depths  apply  to  different  parts  of  the  area,  but  it  would  be 
helpful  to  clarify  this  in  the  text. 

51  A  heading  such  as  "Los  Angeles  Basin"  appears  to  have  been  omitted  on 
|  page  2-42  (before  last  par.). 

Confusion  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  proposed  site  of  the  tank  farm 
at  Long  Beach  is  described  as  being  on  Pier  J  throughout  chapters  1  to 
3,  in  spite  of  the  acknowledged  hazard  of  earthquake-induced  liquefaction 
of  the  underlying  hydraulic  fill  (for  example,  p.  2-85).   It  would  be 
advisable  to  mention  earlier  that  mitigation  of  this  hazard  is  evidently 
proposed;  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  six  large  storage  tanks  inland 
was  first  noted  on  pages  4-14  to  4-17. 

It  would  be  helpful  to  include  in  the  section  entitled  "Background  in 


7|  brief 
I  tati 


(p.  1-4  to  1-26 
Company. 


the  date  of  the  application  by  S0HI0  Transpor- 


In  the  Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts  (p.  iii.  par.  3)  it  might  be 
appropriate  to  mention  beneficial  impacts  associated  with  supplying  oil 
to  the  ultimate  market  area,  including  the  northeastern  United  States. 
The  same  section  fails  to  mention  directly  any  dredging-induced  impacts, 
although  these  are  evaluated  in  considerable  detail  in  chapter  3  (for 
example,  p.  3-5,  3-30,  3-45  to  3-52). 

I  Concern  for  pipeline  integrity  is  likely  to  arise  from  the  discussion  of 
the  landslide  hazard  in  the  Puente  Hills  of  southern  California,  at 
least  through  chapter  3.   It  might  be  advisable  to  mention  in  the 
discussion  on  page  3-22  that  mitigation  of  this  potential  hazard  is 
proposed  by  ensuring  that  landslide-prone  material  will  not  be  crossed 
by  the  pipeline  alignment  in  that  area  (p.  4-22,  par.  2). 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America! 
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No  potential  hazards  to  storage  facilities  at  Long  Beach  are   mentioned 
1n  the  Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts  (p.  111,  par.  3),  although 
reference  1s  made  to  "the  storage  tanks  at  the  Port."  Later  1t  1s 
stated  that  "the  potential  for  liquefaction-Induced  ground  failure  and 
consequent  failure  of  the  pipeline  or  storage  facilities  in  the  urban 
Long  Beach  Port  and  Los  Angeles  8as1n  areas  constitutes  one  of  the  most 
serious  potential  hazards  to  the  pipeline"  (p.  3-29  to  3-30).  This  and 
other  similar  apparent  omissions  or  Inconsistencies  might  be  clarified 
by  explaining  at  the  outset  the  meaning  of  what  1s  "proposed"  In  chapter 
1  as  opposed  to  chapter  4,  and  the  manner  In  which  mitigating  measures 
have  been  treated  in  the  environmental  statement. 

I  The  summary  of  mitigation  measures  (p.  4-4)  should  Include  those  used 
for  ground-water  Impacts;  many  of  the  planned  methods  of  mitigation  of 
ground-water  Impacts  are  mentioned  individually  at  scattered  points  1n 

I  the  text. 


^6X1**  Director 


<-  C  Cy    lA)(^_<g\*L 


tick 


Comment   #1 

Section  4.1.6  has   been   altered    to   re- 
flect  this   comment. 

Comment    #2 

Section   1.2.3.2  has   been   revised    to 
reflect    this   comment. 

Comment    #3 

Figure    1.1.1.2-2   was   changed    for   the 
FES. 


Comment   #4 

Sections    1,2.2   and    2.1.3   have  been   re- 
vised   to   reflect    this   comment. 

Comment   #5 

Section   2.1.3.1.2   has   been  revised. 

Comment   #6 

Section   2.1.3.3.1,    Liquefaction,    has 
been  revised . 
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Comment   #7 


Comment   #11 


Section   1.1    has   been  revised    to   re- 
flect   this    comment . 

Comment    #8 

Beneficial   marketing   aspects   were   not 
considered   within    this   environmental 
analysis.       Impacts    from   port    construc- 
tion have   been   added    to    the    summary 
page   which  appears   at    the   beginning   of 
the    first   volume   of   the   ES. 


The  section  referred  to  is  not  a  sum- 
mary of  mitigating  measures,  but 
rather  those  mitigating  measures  that 
the  applicant  has  committed  to  in  his 
original  proposal.  That  proposal  did 
not  define  any  mitigating  measures  for 
groundwater    impacts . 


Comment    #9 

Section  3.1.3.3.2,    Slope    Instability,' 
has   been   revised . 

Comment   #10 

Chapter   4  has   been   substantially  re- 
vised  and'  expanded   to   clarify  this 
comment.      After   mitigating  measures 
have  been   applied,    the   hazards   to 
storage    facilities   at   Long   Beach   are 
not   considered   a  major    impact    of   the 
project . 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
WASHINGTON,  DC      20240 


January  26,    1977 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


SOHIO  EIS  Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
EIS  Project  Office,  Loe  Alamltoa,  California 


al  Coordination,  U.S.  Plan  and 
SUBJECT:   DEIS  SOHIO  Crude  Oil  Tranaportatlon  Spates 


he  opportunity  to  review  thl.  draft  EIS.   Our 
,«r  by  your  close  cooperation  with  our  field 

You  are  to  be  complimented  on  your  thorough 
ilaolon  corridor  and  the  impacts  of  Ci 


We  are  glad  to  have  had 
review  baa  been  made  eas 
people  on  Its  developmen 
examination  of  the  trans 

The  "truth 

In  general,  we  find  that  the  statement  adequately  addn 
Impacts  of  this  project  on  flah  and  wildlife  resources 
concerned  by  the  rationale  displayed  in  the  report  that  the  loaaes  of 
habitat  resulting  from  new  pipeline  construction  are  lnalgnlf leant  when 
compared  to  the  amount  of  auch  habitat  available,  or  that  the  losses  of 
small  mammals,  reptiles.  Invertebrates,  etc.  are  short-term  snd  Insig- 
nificant alnce  the  number  of  Individuals  lost  would  be  far  leas  than  one 
percent  of  the  total  population.   Such  rationale  has  placed  many 
endangered  or  threatened  specie.  In  the  position  they  are  in  today. 

Our  major  concerns,  discussed  below,  are  with  (1)  the  lack  of  dlacuaslon 
of  the  Impacts  at  Port  Valdei,  (2)  Impacts  on  aquatic  life  In  the  Long 
Beach  area,  (3)  impacts  of  the  Colorado  River  crossing  snd  the  Kofa  Came 
Range,  (4)  the  lack,  of  commitment  on  many  of  the  mitigation  proposals, 

(5)  the  inadequate  dlacuaslon  of  alternative  pipeline  routes,  and 

(6)  endangered  species  section  needs  to  be  supplemented. 

11.   Impacts  of  the  tranaportatlon  system  out  of  Port  Valdea  on  flah  and 
wildlife  in  the  vicinity  have  not  been  analyzed  in  detail  nor  have 
mitigation  propoaale  been  developed.   The  EIS  of  the  trana-Alaaka 
pipeline  dldxconslder  those  details  with  Its  acope  and  now  you  aay  this 


1|ie  1 

I  |  fully  covered  befor. 


2| 


i    of 


njanjered   loe 
ft-bottom 


habitat. 


I  Pages  3-44  fall  to  deal  with  the  impacts  of  spoil  disposal.   Significant 
Impacts  on  fishery  resources  would  be  expected  to  occur  at  either  a 
diked  fill  in  the  Los  Angeles— Long  Beach  Harbor  waters  or  at  the  EPA 
approved  LA-2  disposal  site.   These  should  be  discussed. 

Pages  4-13,  Measure  8.  —  Removal  of  contaminated  dredged  materials  to 
an  EPA  approved  dump  site  will  not  preclude  "possible  contamination  of 
tenth lc.  or  aquatic  organism  habitat."  The  most  probsble  disposal  aite 
le  LA-2,  a  site  to  which  both  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Came  have  objected  because  of  potential 
adverse  impacts  on  adjacent  fishery  resources. 

Pages  5-19,  para.  4,  Adult  Flah.  —  This  paragraph  falls  to  point  out 
that  the  SOHIO  project  la  expected  to  cause  a  change  In  species  dominant 
In  the  immediate  area  from  bottom  fishes  to  fish  sp°clen  preferring 
rocky  substrate.   Thle  change  Is  part  of  a  general  trend  toward  reduction 
of  soft-bottom  habitat  as  the  harbor  is  filled  In  for  commercial  develop- 
ment.  Each  additional  fill  reduces  further  the  amount  of  soft-bottom 
habitat.   If  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  carries  out  Its  1975  general  plan, 
soft-bottom  habitat  will  become  a  truly  scarce  commodity  In  the  hsrbor. 
Becsuse  of  this  trend,  the  exchange  of  riprap  for  soft-bottom  habitat 
cannot  be  considered  an  even  trade.   Meaaures  for  mitigating  the  loss 
of  soft-bottom  habitat  should  be  Included  In  Chapter  4  of  this  EIS  and  the 
subject  should  be  discussed  In  more  detail  in  Chapter  3. 

f  the  areas  of  highest  benthlc  diversity  la  in  the  area  labeled 
ary  pages  1-15)  as  "future  land  fill"  between  the  berthing  area  and 
J  with  its  associated  recreational  fishing  facilities.   Such 

i  are  a  basic  part  of  the  food  web  supporting  the  fish  populs- 
lervstlon  and  development  of  this  and/or  other  areas  in  the 
harbor  ares  could  help  cospenaate  for  losses  in  the  area  to  be  dredged. 


I  The  pilings  aupportlng  the  proposed  pipe  snd 
Inner  breskwater  will  provide  new  habitat  fo 
commonly  caught  In  the  area.   We  strongly 


for  public  u 
■than  compensate  for  proje 
| the  harbor  area. 


eatle  and  the  proposed 
1  fish  species 
that  facilities  and 
f  the  trestle  be  provided.   Thle  should  more 
engendered  losses  to  recreational  fishing  in 
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3.   We  continue  to  be  concerned  about  the  Colorado  River  crossing.   The 
planned  location  of  the  Colorado  River  croaelng  which  would  transect 

Qoote   Flata,  a  backvater  that  vaa  developed  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of 

Reclamation  aa  partial  mitigation  for  adverse  Impact •  of  river  channell- 

aation  in  thla  area.  We  will  look  at  the  croaelng  plana  eloaely  before 

making  our  recommendetlona  on  the  required  permit  to  the  Corpe  of 
Engineers . 

Mitigation  measures  aa  they  related  to  the  tofe  Game  Range  vlll  not 
mitigate  project-caueed  wildlife  habitat  losses.   Additional  meaaurea 
needed  to  compenaate  for  these  habitat  losses  are  being  lnveatlgated 
with  the  applicant  and  ahould  be  finalised  in  the  near  future.   These 
aeaaurea  and  thoae  for  the  Dome  Rock  Mountains  vlll  be  cloaely  evaluated 
aa  to  potential  effects  on  the  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep. 

Many  of  the  mitigation  proposals  are  of  key  importance  to  fiah  and 
vildllfe.   They  ahould  all  be  "committed"  prior  to  issuance  of  the 
1  EIS.   In  addition,  we  feel  that  all  pover  lines  to  the  pumping 
ions  ahould  be  burled  to  minimize  long-term  adveree  Impact. 

A  more  detailed  diacuaalon  of  alternative  pipeline  routes  would  be 
helpful.   The  recent  proposal  by  Northern  Tier  Pipeline  Company  for  a 
pipeline  from  Port  Angelea  to  Clearbrook,  Minnesota  Infera  that  theirs 
la  the  best  route  to  get  oil  from  Valdez  to  the  pipelines  In  the  central 
United  Statea.   This  EIS  ahould  be  compatible  with  the  one  BLM  vlll 
prepare  for  the  northern  route.   The  need  for  the  environmental  dlaruption 
and  damage  along  two  routes  across  the  m 
thoroughly  justified. 


1  1§sigh tings,  even  In  areas  whei 


11 


should  be 


Ion 


6.   Deacriptlon  of  the  Environment.  Vol.  II,  pages  2-686:   The  dlei 
of  the  short-grass  prairie  biome,  vhlch  encompasses  the  final  segment  of 
nev  pipeline  from  Jal,  New  Mexico  to  Midland.  Texas,  does  not  aention 
the  populationa  of  black-tailed  prairie  dog  (Cynomys  ludovlcianua)  vhlch 
exlac  In  the  area.   Although  thia  office  doea  not  have  detailed  informa- 
tion on  prairie  dog  denaitiea  In  the  countiea  In  question,  a  aurvey  of 
aerial  photographa  by  Texas  A4M  University  In  1970  revealed  three 
colonies  In  Andrew,  and  14  colonies  in  Martin,  Counties,  Texas.   Both  of 
these  countiea  are  leaa  than  10  mllea  north  of  the  propoaed  pipeline 
route.   Intrusion  on  prairie  dog  coloniea  larger  than  10  to  15  acres  cou 
have  an  Impact  on  the  habitat  requlrementa  of  the  black-footed  ferret 
(Mustela  nlgrlpes) ,  which  could  be  a  resident  of  the  region.   The  last 


official  aTghting  of  a  ferret  in  the  Texas  Panhandle  of  which  me  are 
aware  occurred  in  1971,  near  Dalhart.  Bovever,  the  nocturnal  activity 
cycle  of  this  endangered  species  prevents  easy  observation.   Casual 


4 


a   regard  to  the  above,  thla  office  recommends  that  Chapter  5.8.3  of 
he  atatement  (Mitigating  Meaaurea)  be  supplemented  to  Include  a 
ommltment  to  have  competent  authorities  examine  any  prairie  dog 
olonles  for  ferret  signs,  If  the  final  pipe  alignment  should  cross 
ay  colonies  larger  than  10  acrea. 

us  not  covered  above  also  need  your 


14 


"I 


I  Chapter  1,  Table  1.3.   1-1,  pages  1-137.   Item  "Pipeline  Conatruction 
•cross  the  Colorado  River."  The  Flah  and  Wildlife  Service  does  not 
issue  easement  to  crosa  rivers.   Our  input  to^  the  river  crossing  comes 
through  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  permit  system. 

I  Chapter  2,  pages  2-657,  second  paragraph.   The  first  sentence  of  thia 
paragraph  la  incorrect.   The  Imperial  National  Wildlife  Refuge  extends 
to  about  Martinez  Lake  aa  shown  on  the  map  on  pages  2-656,  not  to  below 
Imperial  Dam  aa  atated  In  this  sentence. 

Chapter  3,  pages  3*169,  second  paragraph. 
of  nev  pipeline  conatruction  in  Arizona,  i 

I  Chapter  3,  pages  3-241,  second  paragraph.   The  reference  to  temporary 
habitat  alteration  In  the  case  of  desert  habitat  is  misleading  since  It 
tequires  many  yeara  for  vegetation  to  reestablish  iteelf  once  the  aoll 
la  disturbed. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  emphasizes  that  theae  comments  on  the 
draft  statement  do  not  preclude  sn  additional  and  separate  analysis  vhlch 
vill  be  made  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  permits  to  work  In  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  Statea  aa  required  by  Section  10  of  the  River  and 
Barbor  Act  of  1899.   All  auch  permits  are  subject  to  review  under  existing 
authoritlea.   The  Flah  and  Wildlife  Service  may  approve,  vith  or  without 
atipulations,  or  object  to  the  proposed  work,  depending  on  the  project 
effects  on  fish  and  vildllfe  resources. 

We  sre  glad  to  have  had  this  opportunity  to  reviev  the  draft  EIS  and 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  SOHIO  to  implement  thia  project 
without  unnecessary  delay.   By  vorking  together,  the  project  effects  on 
fiah  and  vildllfe  habitat  can  be  effectively  minimized. 


Stephen  H.  Taub 


RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 


This  is  still  considered  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  project,  therefore  no 
analysis   has  been  made. 

Comment   #2 

A  mitigating  measure    to   ensure   con- 
tinued   public    fishing   access   off   Pier 
J  has   been   added    to    Section  4.2.2. 

Comment   #3 

The   discussion  of   impacts   of  spoil 
disposal,    including    impacts   on   fish- 
eries,  has   been   expanded    in   Section 
3.1.8.1.1. 

Comment   #4 

This  mitigating  measure   has  been   re- 
moved   from   the   FES.      A  discussion  of 
impacts   on   fauna   from  disposal   activ- 
ities  has  been   added   to    Section 
3.1.8.1.1,    under   Dredging   and    Filling 
Activities. 


Comment   #5 

The  discussion  of   impacts    in   Section 
5.8.1   and    in   Section   3.1.8.1.1,    under 
Year   2000,    has   been  expanded.      Should 
the   Port   of  Long   Beach   apply  to   the 
Corps   of  Engineers    for   a   permit    to   ex- 
pand  as   indicated    in   the   General    Plan, 
a   separate   environmental   assessment 
would   be   prepared.      At    that    time,    a 
discussion   of  mitigation    for   the    loss 
of   soft-bottom  habitat   would   be   appro- 
priate . 

Comment    #6 

The    impacts   on  port    fauna    from   all 
"future    fills"    are  discussed   only   in 
relation   to   the   effects   of  the   con- 
struction  for   the    SOHIO  project   in 
Section  3.1.8.1.1,    under   Year   2000. 

Comment   #7 

Public    access   to   the    trestle   Would 
conflict   with   operations   and    security 
of   the    facility   and   would   be   a   signi- 
ficant   public    safety  hazard   because   of 
difficulty  of  enforcing   public    "no 
smoking"    in   an   area   containing   poten- 
tially highly  explosive   and   combus- 
tible materials. 
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Comment  #8 

Many  of  the  mitigating  proposals  that 
have  not  been  committed  to  by  various 
local  and  state  agencies  have  been 
retained  in  Section  4.3.   Some  of 
these  measures  are  customarily  commit- 
ted to  at  the  time  various  permits  are 
issued  by  the  respective  agencies. 

Comment  #9 

Burial    of  high-voltage   power   lines    for 
the   distances   required   by  the   proposal 
would    probably  not   be    technically   fea- 
sible.     However,    as    stated   in   Section 
3.0,    additional    environmental    analy- 
ses,   including  mitigation,   would   be 
necessary  when   specific   rights-of-way 
are   requested. 

Comment   #10 

The  alternatives  have  been  discussed 
in  more  detail  and  a  comparative  table 
added  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #11 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
2.1.8.2,  under  Short-Grass  Prairie 
Biome,  and  Section  3.1.8.2.1,  under 
Terrestrial,  to  reflect  this  comment. 


Comment  #12 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
4.2.6,  under  Jal  to  Midland,  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 

Comment  #13 

This   item  was   corrected    in   Section 
1.3.1.1    in   Table    1.3.1-1,    under   De- 
partment  of  the    Interior. 

Comment   #14 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
2.1.8.2,  under  Colorado  Desert  Biome, 
to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #15 

Section  3.1.7.3.1,  under  Arizona,  has 
been  revised  and  the  reference  to  6 
miles  deleted. 

Comment  #16 

The    text   was   changed    in   Section 
3.1.8.2.1,    under   Terrestrial,    to   re- 
flect   this    comment. 


US    DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 


WASHINGTON,  1 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Project  Office 
Post  Office  Box  660 
Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 


ri>a 


Sir 


This  is  in  response  to  your  request  that  we  review  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  has  prepared  covering  development 
of  a  crude  oil  transportation  system  from  Valdez,  Alaska 
to  Midland,  Texas. 


We  have  reviewed  the  statement 


nd  have  no 


nta . 


WTLLIAM  B. 
Administrator 
Policy,  Evaluation 
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MARINE  MAMMAL  COMMISSION 
WIS  EYE  STREET.  N    W. 
•ASMINCTON.OC    10006 


8  February  1977 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California 


Dear 


Mammal  Coram is 


ion 


The  Mari 

its  Committee  of  Scientific  Advisor: 
has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental 
the  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Midland,  Texas.   As  a  result  of  this 


n  consultation  with 
on  Marine  Mammals, 
Impact  Stateme; 
Valdez,  Alask 
review,  and  pu 


for 


Executi 


Summary 


The  Executive  Summary  does  not  adequately  describe  the 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action. 
Despite  the  fact  that  8  endangered,  1  threatened,  1  rare, 
and  numerous  other  species  of  marine  mammals  "may  be  ad- 
versely affected  by  the  proposed  action,  the  Summary  con- 
tains no  discussion  of  marine  mammals.   Marine  mammals  shoul 
be  considered  in  the  following  sections  of  the  Summary: 

Marine  wildlife  (pp.  II-5  —  II-7) 

Endangered  Species  {pp.  II-7  — 11-8) 

Exhibit  I  (p.  III-2) 

This  exhibit  presents  a  "summary  evaluation 
of  impacts... in  the  affected  geographic 
areas  of  the  proposed  action"   (p.  III-l, 
paragraph  1).   It  does  not,  however,  include 
information  about  the  tanker  route  from  the 
Port  of  Valdez  to  the  Port  of  Long  Beach 
and  such  information  should  be  provided. 


tional  Impacts  (pp.  III-7 — III-8) 
The  impact  of  an  oil  spill  on  the  Cali- 
fornia population  of  sea  otters  should 
be  included  in  the  presentation  of 
"serious  wildlife  impacts"  (p.  III-7, 
paragraph  4) . 


Chapters  1  through  9 

Dredging  at  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  is  proposed  "only 
in  the  immediate  berthing  area  to  a  depth  of  approximately 
62  feet"  (page  1-27,  paragraph  1).  The  hazards  associated 
th  the  dredging  include  turbidity  and  the  release  of 


agraph. 


trace  contaminants  and  nutr 
ments.   Page  1-29,  last  par 
that  "It] he  present  depth  i 
Pier  J  berths  is  42  feet  mean  lower 
This  depth  would  allow  165,000  DWT 

clearance."   Since  the  largest  vessels  SOHIO  suggests 
in  the  tanker  fleet  are  165,000  DWT  (Executive  Summary 
page  1-6,  paragraph  3),  the  proposed  dredging  to  a  depth 
"■      ppear-  - 


the  disturbed  sedi 
eludes  the  statemen 

of  the  proposed 
ow  water  (MLLW) . 
ssels  safe  bottom 


62  feet 


to  be 


"Ex 


ept  for  the  narrow  northern  part  of  Valdez  Arm" 
the  entire  tanker  route  through  Prince  William  Sound  is 
described  as  "wide,  deep,  fairly  smooth,  and  appears  to  be 
unobstructed"  (page  2-146,  paragraph  2).   No  mention  is 
made  of  Seal  Bocks,  located  just  south  of  Hinchinbrook 
Entrance  (60*  09'  49.097"  N  and  146°  50'  10.593"  W)  and 
Middle  Rock  just  north  of  Valdez  Narrows  (61*  04'  53.437"  N 
and  146°  39'  02.895"  W) .   Both  of  these  obstructions  are 
navigational  hazard*  which  should  be  considered  in  the 
impact  statement. 


The  biologi 
i  s  i  ncomp le  te ,  i 
in  the  following 


il 


.nformation  on  marine  mammals  frequently 
irate,  and/or  outdated,  as  exemplified 


Pages  2-518--2-519:   The  population  estimates 
for  harbor  seals  are  based  on  sources  published 
12  to  19  years  ago  and  should  be  updated. 
Dr.  George  Harry  of  the  Marine  Mammal  Division 
of  the  Northwest  Fisheries  Center,  Seattle, 
should  be  able  to  provide  more  current  informa- 
tion.  Furthermore,  the  discussion  of  harbor 
seals  should  include  information  on  their  habitat 
requirements  and  food  preferences. 


The  descripti 
Miguel 


n  of  the 

sland  as 

There 


Page  2-521 ,  paragraph 
northern  fur  seal  colony  o 
"a  small  breeding  colony" 
now  are  more  than  1,000  northern  fur  seals  on 
San  Miguel.   In  light  of  this  fact,  the  statement 
that"[i]n  1971  this  colony  numbered  between  200 
and  300  breeding  animals"  (page  2-497 ,  paragraph  2) 
should  be  updated.   Mr.  Robert  DeLong  of  the 
Marine  Mammal  Division  of  the  Northwest  Fisheries 
Center,  is  the  appropriate  person  to  contact  for 
the  most  current  information. 

Page  3-203,  paragraph  2:   Because  there  is  a 
large  breeding  colony  of  northern  elephant  seals 
on  San  Miguel  Island,  this  island  should  be  in- 
cluded as  one  of  the  locations  where  northern 
elephant  seal  populations  are  found  in  California. 
For  additional  information,  Dr.  Burney  J.  LeBoeuf , 
University  of  California,  Santa  Cruz,  should  be 
contacted. 

Pages  3-204,  3-229  and  3-233:   Numerous  sites  in 

nee  William  Sound  where  Steller  sea  lions, 
harbor  seals  and  sea  otters  could  be  susceptible 
to  oiling  are  omitted.   The  following  source 

vides  more  accurate  information  on  the  distri- 
bution of  these  species. 

Pitcher,  K.  W.  1975.   Distribution  and 
abundance  of  sea  otters,  Steller  sea 
lions  and  harbor  seals  in  Prince 
William  Sound.   Appendix  A  in  Calkins, 
D.  G.,  K.  W.  Pitcher,  and  K.  Schneider. 
Distribution  and  abundance  of  marine 
mammals  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska.   Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Report. 
31  pages  and  19  charts. 
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Arctocephalus 

The  gray  whale,  listed  here  as 

Eschrichtius  gibbosus,  is  cited 

as  Eschrichtius  robust us  on  page 

2 -494 ,  paragraph  6. 

Sel  whale 


There  are  numero 
and  in  species '  names 
the  obvious  need  for 


is  misspellings  in  reference  citations 

The  following  examples  demonstrate 
rareful  editing  of  the  DEIS. 


Page  2-489,  parag 
Page  2-491,  parag 
Page  3-203 
Page  3-204 
Page  3-228 


ph  4: 
ph  4: 

paragraph  1: 
paragraph  6: 
paragraph  2 : 


(Dailey  and  Browne  U,  1972) 
Balaenoptera  musculus 
(Simpson  and  Gilmartin,  1970) 


Page  3-232,  paragraph 
Neither  this  cita 
cites  to  whom  thi 
addressed. 


1971) 
(pers. 


Page  3-232,  paragraph  3,  states  that  "[t]he  California 
sea  otter  has  been  listed  as  a  "threatened"  species  by  the 
Marine  Mammal  Commission  in  1976..."   The  Marine  Mammal 
Commission  does  not  have  regulatory  authority.   The  state- 
ment, therefore,  should  read  that  the  Marine  Mammal  Commissi 
recommended  to  the  Department  of  Interior  that  the  Californi 
population  of  sea  otters  be  designated  threatened  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

On  14  January  1977,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
pursuant  to  Section  4  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973, 
formally  designated  the  Southern  (or  California)  sea  otter 
as  a  threatened  species  (42  Fed.  Reg.  2967)  .   In  its  justi- 
fication for  this  determination,  the  Service  stated  that: 

A  major  spill  of  oil  from  a  tanker  in  the  waters 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  range  of  the  Southern  Sea 
Otter  is  probably  the  most  serious  potential 
threat  to  the  species.   There  seems  little  ques- 
tion that  oil  would  be  harmful  to  these  animals, 
and,  indeed,  they  are  more  susceptible  to  this 
problem  than  most  species...  Therefore,  while  the 
chances  of  an  oil  spill  cannot  be  predicted,  the 
possibility  of  such  a  disaster  and  its  consequences 
to  the  Sea  Otter  population,  coupled  with  the 
prospects  for  increasing  oil  activity  in  the 
area,  contributes  substantially  to  the  decision 
to  list  the  population  as  threatened  (Ibid, 
p.  2966-2967). 

According  to  the  routes  indicated  in  the  DEIS,  tankers 
would  travel  within  less  than  40  nautical  miles  of  the 
northern  portion  of  the  California  sea  otter  range  and 
within  less  than  20  nautical  miles  of  the  southern  portion 
of  the  range.   In  the  event  of  a  major  oil  spill  in  this 
area,  the  viability  of  the  California  sea  otter  population 
clearly  could  be  threatened.   Therefore,  the  impact  state- 
ment should  include  a  comprehensive  discussion  of  the  curren 
status  of  the  California  sea  otter  population,  its  food 
habits,  and  all  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  action, 
especially  the  probability  of  a  spill  occurring  in  this 
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[area.   Second  order  impacts,  which  might  result  in  depletion 
of  food  supplies  and  the  Introduction  of  contaminants  into 
organisms  upon  which  sea  otters  feed,  should  be  considered. 
A  contingency  plan  for  rescuing  and  rehabilitating  oiled 
otters  should  be  developed. 

The  DEIS  infers  that  cetaceans  can  detect  and  avoid 
oil  spills,  but  no  responsible  scientific  evidence  is  given 
to  support  these  inferences.   Statements,  such  as  the  follow- 
ing, are  ambiguous  and  misleading,  and  should  be  corrected 
and/or  supported  with  appropriate  literature  citations. 

■  Page  3-200,  paragraph  3:   "The  highly  mobile  and 
|  intelligent  whales  and  dolphins  could  avoid  con- 
taminated areas,  but  gray  whales  migrated  through 
the  Santa  Barbara  spill  despite  attempts  by  man 

■  to  reroute  them  outside  the  Channel  Islands  (ibid). 

■  This  may  indicate  there  is  no  danger  to  whales 
Emigrating  through  oil." 

I  Page  3-236,  paragraph  4:   "The  Dall  porpoise  and 
harbor  porpoise  visit  the  Port  and  may  be  expected 
to  retreat  in  case  of  an  oil  spill..." 
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I  Page  3-264 
spill] 


last  paragraph:   "...this  [a  large  oil 
shift  migration  patterns  to  regions 
ng  a  higher  abundance  of  food  items." 


The 


ed  species  of  marl 
to  allow  an  adequa 
these  species.   Th 
ful  information, 
population  trends 


has 


asing   or 
ttle  info 


f  the  ten  rare,  threatened,  or  endanger- 
mammals  (page  3-263)  is  much  too  cursory 
te  assessment  of  the  potential  impacts  on 
e  table  on  page  A-253  contains  little  use- 
It  is  not  clear,  for  example,  whether  the 
for  the  species  numbered  3  through  10  are 
known.   Furthermore,  the  term  "oceanic" 
tion  content  and  therefore  the  distributions 
hese  species  should  be  listed  more  pre- 


As  noted  earlier,  the  California  sea  otter  population 
is  classified  as  "threatened".   Therefore  Section  3.1.8.3.2. 
should  include  a  comprehensive  discussion  of  this  population. 


Chapter  4, 
programs  to  prot 
is  proposed  that 
program  to  asses 
bility  of  the  ma 


ntitled  "Mitigating  Measures",  includes  no 
ct  sea  otters  or  other  marine  mammals.  It 
"SOHIO  shall  fund  a  biological  monitoring 

the  impacts  of  this  project  upon  the  via- 
ine  communities  in  Port  Valdez,  Prince 
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■«e  |  William  Sound,  and  the  Copper  River  delta"   (page  4-7, 
9  I  paragraph  2).   This  program  should  be  expanded  to  include 
■  monitoring  of  marine  mammal  populations. 

Page  5-21 ,  paragraph  2 ,  states  that  "  [a] s  creatures 
high  in  the  food  chain  (e.g.,  pinnipeds,  the  sea  otter,  and 
the  toothed  whajes) ,  many  marine  mammals  could  ultimately 
suffer  from  an  ecosystem  contaminated  with  oil,  although 
such  a  situation  should  not  happen  as  a  result  of  this 
project."  However,  the  statement  provides  no  evidence  to 
support  the  conclusion  that  a  polluted  ecosystem  should  not 
happen  as  a  result  of  this  project.   Besides  pollution  from 
possible  oil  spills,  chronic  low-level  pollution  will  result 
from  bilge  discharge  and  from  chronic  low  level  fuel  leaks, 
etc.  (page  3-7,  paragraph  1).   Many  marine  mammals  are  top 
order  carnivores,  and  may  be  particularly  susceptible  to 
magnification  of  pollutants  in  marine  food  chains.   The  im- 
pact statement  should  provide  a  complete  discussion  of 
possible  second  order  effects,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  food  chain  magnification  of  pollutants. 

The  potential  impacts  on  marine  mammals  resulting  from 
increased  ship  traffic  must  be  considered  in  more  detail. 
It  is  noted  in  the  introduction  of  Chapter  3,  for  example, 
that  "increased  vessel  traffic  and  noise  (both  of  particular 
importance  to  marine  mammals)"  would  result  from  the  proposed 
action.   Yet  this  impact  is  not  discussed  in  any  of  the 
sections  concerning  marine  mammals.   Noise  pollution  from 
the  tankers  could  cause  acoustically  sensitive  species  (e.g., 
porpoise)  to  abandon  preferred  breeding,  feeding,  or  resting 
sites  and  this  possibility  should  be  considered  in  the  im- 
pact statement.   The  increased  probability  of  collisions 
between  marine  mammals  and  ships  likewise  should  be  considered. 
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liable 


the  DEIS, 
urately  ci 


In  summary,  the  be 
the  potential  impacts  oi 
greater  than  indicated 
has  been  overlooked,  in. 
interpreted .   Hopefully 

rectifying  some  of  the  deficiencies.  Mor 
available  from  published  and  unpublished  sourc 
we  recommend  that  you  consult  with  the  persons 
attached  list  before  completing  the  final  impa 


evidence  suggests  that 
ils  may  be  significantly 
Relevant  information 
ed  and  possibly  mis- 
i  will  be  useful  in 
More  information  is 


bincereiy , 

JbhVi   R.    Twiss,    Jr.A 
EWcutive  Director 


Mr.  Thomas  P.  Dohl 

Specialist  in  Marine  Sciences 

University  of  California 

Santa  Cruz,  CA   95064 

408/429-2001 

(cetaceans  and  pinnipeds/California) 

Dr.  George  Y.  Harry,  Jr. 

Director,  Marine  Mammal  Division 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  NWFC 

7600  Sand  Point  Way,  N.E. 

Seattle,  WA   98115 

206/442-4711 

(cetaceans  and  pinnipeds/Prince  William  Sound) 

Mr.  Ancel  M.  Johnson 

U.S.  Fish  t  Wildlife  Service 

Division  of  Cooperative  Research 

4454  Business  Park  Blvd. 

Anchorage,  AK   99501 

907/274-7611 

(sea  otters/Prince  William  Sound  and  California) 

Dr.  Burney  J.  LeBoeuf 

Associate  Professor  of  Biology  and  Psychology 
Crown  College 
University  of  California 
Santa  Cruz,  CA   95060 
^08/429-2845 
(northern  elephant  seals) 

Mr.  Dan  Miller 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Marine  Resources  Laboratory 

2201  Garden  Road 

Monterey,  CA   93940 

408/373-0901 

(sea  otter/California) 

Dr.  Kenneth  S.  Norris 

Coastal  Marine  Laboratory 

University  of  California 

Santa  Cruz,  CA   95064 

408/429-2001 

(cetaceans  and  pinnipeds/California) 


Mr.  Kenneth  W.  Pitcher 

Alaska  Dept .  of  Fish  and  Game 

333  Raspberry  Road 

Anchorage,  AK   99502 

907/344-0541 

(sea  lions  and  harbor  seals/Prince  William  Sound) 

Mr.  Karl  Schneider 

Research  Coordinator 

Alaska  Dept.  of  Fish  and  Game 

333  Raspberry  Road 

Anchorage,  AK   99502 

907/344-0541 

(sea  otters/Prince  William  Sound) 

Dr.  Charles  D.  Woodhouse,  Jr. 

Santa  Barbara  Museum  of  Natural  History 

2559  Puesta  Del  Sol  Road 

Santa  Barbara,  CA   93105 

805/963-7821 

(sea  otters,  harbor  seals  and  sea  lions/California) 
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RESPONSES 


Comment  #1 


The   FES  has   been   revised   to    state   that 
dredging   to    a  depth  of   62    feet    is   re- 
quired   for   passage  of   165,000   DWT 
tankers . 

Comment   #2 

The  Tanker  Traffic  Study  has  been  ex- 
panded in  the  discussion  of  naviga- 
tional hazards  in  Prince  William  Sound 
and  is  included  as  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A. 

Comment  #3 

The  discussion  of  harbor  seals  is  con- 
sidered to  be  adequate  relative  to  ex- 
pected impacts. 

Comment  #4 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #5 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
3.1.8.1.2  to  reflect  this  comment. 


Comment  #6 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
3.1.8.1.2  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #7 

These  corrections  have  been  made  in 
the  FES. 

Comment  #8 

The  text  was  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #9 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
3.1.8.3.2,  under  Ocean,  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #10 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
3.1.8.1.2,  under  Cetaceans,  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #11 

This  statement  was  deleted  from  the 
text  in  Section  3.1.8.1.2,  under  Port 
Valdez. 


Comment  #12 

This  sentence  was  deleted  from  the 
text  in  Section  3.1.8.3.2,  under 
Ocean, 

Comment  #13 

Table  A2. 1.8.3-1  has  been  clarified  in 
the  Appendix. 

Comment  #14 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
3.1.8.3.2,  under  Ocean,  to  include  the 
California  sea  otter. 

Comment  #15 

Since   the    SOHIO  project,    if  approved, 
would   only  beone  of  many  users   of 
Port   Valdez,    it   would   appear   unreason- 
able   for    SOHIO  to   be  required    to    fund 
any  monitoring   programs.      No   text 
change   was  made , 

Comment   #16 

BLM  believes  the  text  adequately  dis- 
cusses potential  impacts  on  marine 
mammals  in  light  of  existing  available 
data . 


Comment   #17 

See   response    to   Comment    16   above 
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DETAINMENT   Of   TlANSfOtTATtON 

MA1MIAIS   TIANSKMTAIION  iUHAU 


He  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  pipeline  safety  and  marin 
aspects  of  this  transportation  proposal.  If  we  may  provide 
further  information  or  assistance,  please  contact  me. 


FES  1  i   1977 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 

Project  Manager,  SOHIO  EZS  Project 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  CA    90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  the  Crude 
Oil  Transportation  System:   Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland, 
Texas,  (as  proposed  by  the  Sohio  Transportation  Company), 
has  been  reviewed  by  the  staff  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  and 
the  Materials  Transportation  Bureau  (MTB) ,  Office  of  Pipeline 
Safety  Operations  (OPSO) ,  particularly  with  regard  to  safety 
of  the  operating  transportation  system.   The  enclosed  com- 
ments, as  related  to  the  particular  sections  of  the  EIS, 
complement  my  letter  of  January  28  wherein  we  commented  on 
your  letter  of  September  10,  1976,  and  material  accompanying 
that  letter. 

The  completed  pipeline  to  be  put  in  crude  oil  service  between 
Long  Beach,  California,  and  Midland,  Texas,  must  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  49  CFR  Part  195,  "Transportation  of  Liquids 
by  Pipeline,"  for  both  the  new  construction  and  the  line  con- 
verted from  natural  gas  service.   Where  it  is  not  feasible  to 
comply  with  a  specific  section  of  Part  195,  a  waiver  must  be 
obtained  from  the  OPSO,  MTB,  Department  of  Transportation. 
A  request 'for  such  a  waiver  must  be  supported  with  adequate 
justification  to  show  why  compliance  with  the  specific 
requirement  is  not  appropriate,  what  alternative  steps  if 
any  will  be  taken  to  provide  for  public  safety,  and  why 
it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  to  grant  such  a  waiver. 
The  Federal  Safety  Standards  for  Transportation  of  Natural 
and  Other  Gas  by  Pipeline,  49  CFR  Part  192,  must  be  met  with 
regard  to  the  abandonment  or  inactivation  of  the  natural  gas 
pipeline  facility.   Copies  of  49  CFR  Parts  195  and  L£2  (with 
amendments  to  date)  are  enclosed. 


1.  Maps.   Additional  information  is  needed  about  assuring 
pipeline  safety  in  the  following  flood  prone  and  wash  areas: 
Whitewater  River  in  California  (Map  2.1.5-3);  Colorado  River 
at  California-Arizona  border  and  Gila  River,  Arizona  (Map 
2.1.5-6);  and  San  Pedro  River,  Arizona  (Map  2.1.5-8). 

2.  Executive  Summary,  page  1-21  and  page  1-28,  1-29 — Discus- 
sion of  river  crossings  and  depth  of  line  burial.   Such 
crossings  must  meet  the  requirements  of  Section  195.248  with 
regard  to  "cover  over  buried  pipeline." 

3.  Executive  Summary,  page  1-29, 
static  testing  of  the  oil  pipelin 
of  Subpart  E,  49  CFR  Part  195. 

4.  Executive  Summary,  page  II-5,  Geology — The  proposed  pipeline 
routing  in  Southern  California  crosses  major  earthquake  fault 
zones.   The  EIS  should  identify  what  special  design,  construc- 
tion, operation,  and  maintenance  provisions  are  being  made  to 
assure  safe  operation  of  the  crude  oil  pipeline  in  service. 

5.  Executive  Summary,  page  IV-l--Additional  information  is 
needed  in  the  EIS  concerning:   geotechnic  investigations  in 
the  vicinity  of  active  and  suspected  faults  (particularly  the 
San  Jacinto  and  San  Andreas  fault  systems);  the  installation  of 
pipe  aboveground  in  the  vicinity  of  high  risk  soils;  and  the 
use  of  a  system  for  detection  of  small  subsurface  oil  leaks. 

6.  Executive  Summary,  page  IV-2 — Additional  information  is 
needed  concerning:   the  preparation  of  oil  spill  contingency 
plans  for  the  pipeline;  installation  of  pipe  in  soil  susceptible 
to  liquefaction;  and  inspection  and  modification  of  existing 
pipe  to  determine  proper  reinforcing  steps. 

7.  Chapter  1,  page  1-24,  Life  of  the  Project— Additional 
information  is  needed  about  what  steps  will  be  taken  to  verify 
the  condition  of  the  existing  lines  with  regard  to  its  main- 
tenance and  effectiveness  of  corrosion  protection.   For  example, 
are  in-line  survey  pigs,  electrical  surveys,  check  of  cathodic 
protection  records,  or  sampling  bell-hole  inspections  to  be 
utilized? 

8.  Chapter  1,  page  1-41,  Review  of  condition  of  existing  lines 
in  relation  to  standards  for  liquid  petroleum  service — The  EIS 
should  show:   What  plans  are  developed  for  doing  this?  How  will 
they  relate  to  the  requirements  of  Part  195?   How  will  they  as- 
sure safety  of  the  pipeline  should  a  waiver  action  be  requested? 


9.  Chapter  1,  pages  1-42  and  l-43--Hydrostatic  testing  require- 
ments for  the  completed  line  are  contained  in  Subpart  E,  49  CFR 
Part  195  (The  same  requirement  applies  to  Line  Pipe,  page  1-74, 
and  Testing,  pages  1-110  and  1-111;  and  testing  records  must  be 
in  accordance  with  Section  195.310). 

10.  Chapter  1,  page  1-4  7 — Depth  of  cover  and  clearance  require- 
ments stated  in  last  paragraph  should  be  corrected  to  be  consis- 
tent with  Sections  195.248  and  195.250  of  49  CFR  Part  195. 

11.  Chapter  1,  page  1-52,  Pipe  Bending,  Laying,  and  Welding — EIS 
should  show  that  welding,  welder  qualifications,  weld  testing, 
and  other  construction  operations  must  meet  requirements  of 
Subpart  D,  49  CFR  Part  195. 

12.  Chapter  1,  page  1-60,  second  paragraph,  "for  submerged 
crossings," — Pipe  burial  must  meet  requirements  of  Section 
195.248. 

13.  Chapter  1,  page  1-68 — Valve  requirements  which  must  be  met 
are  in  Section  195.116,  and  valve  location  requirements  in 
Sections  195.258  and  195.260  of  49  CFR  Part  195. 

14.  Chapter  1,  page  1-75,  Corrosion  Control — Requirements  are 
contained  in  Subpart  D — Construction  and  Subpart  F — Operation 
and  Maintenance  of  49  CFR  Part  195. 

15.  Chapter  1,  page  1-92  through  1-110 — Pump  station  design, 
construction,  and  operation  as  well  as  pipeline  operation, 
control,  and  communications  must  be  carried  out  in  accordance 
with  applicable  parts  of  49  CFR  Part  195. 

16.  Chapter  1,  page  1-111,  Hydrostatic  testing  requirements — 
It  cannot  be  assumed  that  the  previous  hydrostatic  test  pressure 
meets  the  requirements  of  49  CFR  Part  195  without  an  examination 
of  the  testing  records,  operating  records  of  the  existing  line, 
and  plans  for  the  crude  oil  line  operations. 

17.  Chapter  1,  page  1-112 — Pipeline  markers  must  meet  the 
requirements  of  Section  195.410. 

18.  Chapter  1,  page  1-117,  last  paragraph,  unattended  sta- 
tions— Requirements  of  Section  195.436  regarding  security  of 
facilities  must  be  met. 

19.  Chapter  1,  page  l-126--Inspection  of  rights-of-way  must 
be  in  accordance  with  Section  195.412. 

20.  Chapter  1,  page  1-142— Wording  of  third  paragraph  should  be 
corrected  to  read  as  follows:   The  Department  of  Transportation 
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(DOT)  has  t*p  -uchority  for  s 
construction,  operation,  and 
crude  oil,  hazardous  material 
form — Federal  Safety  Standard 
195).  Federal  Safety  Standa 
and  Other  Gas  by 
Abandonment  or  I 
These  regulation 


fety  regulation  of  the  design, 
aintenance  of  pipelines  carrying 
,  and  petroleum  products  in  liquid 
for  Liquid  Pipelines  (49  CFR  Part 
s  for  Transportation  of  Natural 
peline  (49  CFR  Part  192)  provide  for  the 
ctivation  of  Facilities  in  Subsection  192.727. 
would  apply  to  the  project. 


21.   Chapter  1,  page 
Transportation  entries  to  rea 
Materials  Transportation  Bure 
Operations,  49  CFR,  Part  195, 
ipeline,  and  on  page  1-146 


Federal  Safety  Standards  foj 
Gas  by  Pipeline,  49  CFR,  Pai 
gas  pipeline  facilities) . 


144  through  1-147 — Correct  Department 
to  read:   Department  of  Transportation 
Office  of  Pipeline  Safety 
nsportation  of  Liquids  by 
Pipeline,  add  the  reference 


ider 

Transportation  of  Natural  and  Other 
t  192  (with  regard  to  abandonment  of 


22.  Chapter 
information 
at  fau 


I,  page  2-67 — Additional  engineering 
.ncluded  in  the  EIS  about  pipeline  design 
Contingency  Level  Earthquake,  particularly 
fault.   Aboveground  pipe  configurations 


2,  Volume 
should  be 
It  locations  for 
across  the  San  Jacinto 
should  be  included. 

23.  Chapter  2,  Volume  I,  pages  2-84  and  2-85 — EIS  should  pro- 
vide additional  information  about  the  design  provisions  for 
tank  farm  facilities  and  affected  pipeline  sections  where  soil 
liquefaction  may  occur. 

24.  Chapter  3,  page  3-22 — Further  details  needed  about  pipeline 
design  in  potential  landslide  areas  and  about  the  oil  spill 
contingency  plans. 

25.  Chapter  3,  page  3-25  through  3-30 — Details  of  pipeline, 
auxiliary,  and  terminal  facilities  for  possibilities  of  earth- 
quake and  related  seismic  effects  need  further  explanation, 
especially  at  terminal  site,  and  San  Jacinto  and  San  Andreas 
fault  zones  (for  Contingency  Level  Earthquake) . 

26.  Chapter  3,  pages  3-37  and  3-38 — Additional  details  are 
needed  about  hydrostatic  test  plan  to  assure  that  Subpart  E, 
49  CFR  Part  195,  is  met. 

27.  Chapter  3,  page  3-93  through  3-107,  Oil  Spills  and  Leaks — 
Close  attention  needs  to  be  given  to  these  matters  in  the  final 
EIS  and  relate  oil  spill  plan  to  requirements  of  Part  195. 

28.  Chapter  4,  pages  4-3  and  4-4 — Seismic,  high  risk  soils, 
landslide  areas,  and  fault  zones  (see  earlier  comments  4,  5, 
6,  22,  23,  24,  25,  and  also  comments  30  and  32). 


29.   Chapter  4, 


30.  Chapter  4,  page  4-17--Further  details  needed  in  final  E 
about  Dominguez  Hills  tank  farm  design  provisions  for  earth- 
quakes. 

31.  Chapter  4,  page  4-21 — Pipe  burial  in  San  Gabriel  and  Sa 
Ana  Rivers  must  meet  requirements  of  Section  195.248  as  a 


32.   Chapter  4,  page  4-23,  San  Jacinto,  Banning-Mission  Creek, 
and  San  Andreas  faults--Pipe  design  and  construction  must  meet 
Part  195.   Agencies  with  jurisdiction  should  include  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  Materials  Transportation  Bureau, 
Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  Operations.   (Note:   In  all  Sections 
where  Department  of  Transportation,  Office"of  Pipeline  Safety, 
is  indicated  as  responsible  agency,  listing  should  be  corrected 
to  Department  of  Transportation,  Materials  Transportation  Bureau 
Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  Operations.) 


[ja^e 


i  4-30  and  4-31,  Colorado  River  Crossing — 
luriadiction  add  U.S.  Department  of  Trans- 
Transportation  Bureau,  Office  of  Pipeline 


33.  Chapter  4 
Under  agencies  w 
portation ,  Mater 
Safety  Operation: 

34.  Chapter 
are  needed  t 
Part  295. 

35.  Chapter  4,  pages  4-54  and  4-55,  Pipeline  Remote  Control 
Valves — Agencies  with  jurisdiction  should  include  Department 
of  Transportation,  Materials  Transportation  Bureau,  Office  of 
Pipeline  Safety  Operations. 

36.  C 
27,  an 


page  4-50,  Hydrostatic  test—Additional  details 
ssure  that  testing  meets  Subpart  E,  49  CFR 


7,  page  7-5,  Oil  Spill  Hazard- -See  comments  6,  24 , 


37.   Appendix  A,  page  A-l  through  A-41 — Eng 

ing  data  need  to  be  augmented  with  essentia 

pared  with  requirements  of  49  CFR  Part  195 

pleted  line  will  meet  Federal  liquid  pipeli 

Special  attention  must  be  given  to  records 

lines,  particularly  with  regard  to  maintena 

testing,  and  additional  requirements  necess. 

service.   Plans  should  be  developed  to  prevent  "small  co: 

and  weld  leaks,"  in  lines  1103  and  1110  (page  A-5,  third 

paragraph).   49  CFR  Part  195  should  be  identified  in  Des 

Criteria  Section  {e.g.,  page  A-14  "Code  References"). 


eering  and  operat- 
details  and  corn- 
assure  that  corn- 
safety  standards, 
r  existing  pipe- 
e,  leak  records, 
y  for  crude  oil 
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1.  Section  1.1.1.1  Sea  Leg,  page  1-7:   Description  of  vessels 
expected  to  utilize  the  proposed  marine  terminal  should  be  ex- 
panded to  provide  a  thorough  discussion  of  their  technical 
design  characteristics  such  as  length,  beam,  draft  and 
maneuvering  capabilities. 

2.  Section  1.1.1.1  Sea  Leg,  page  1-11: 

a.  It  is  recommended  that  this  section  include  a  more 
thorough  discussion  of  the  tanker  route,  particularly  in  the 
area  of  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel  Islands  where  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  been  requested  to  establish  a  Safety  Fairway  to 
forestall  the  intrusion  of  oil  drilling  rigs  into  the  Traffic 
Separation  Scheme.   This  area  is  also  deserving  of  assessment 
for  the  possibilities  of  LNG  facilities  at  Point  Conception 
and/or  Oxnard  and  the  associated  ship  traffic.   Offshore  LNG 
facilities  are  also  being  considered  elsewhere  along  the  Santa 
Barbara  Channel  and  Channel  Islands.   Moreover,  the  area  to  the 
south  of  the  Channel  Islands  is  associated  with  the  Pacific 
Missile  Range  and  the  relationship  to  that  activity  should  be 
explored. 

b.  It  is  recommended  that  this  section  include  a  discus- 
sion of  those  factors  affecting  arrival/departure  of  tankers 
such  as  visibility,  wind  speed,  and  other  shipping  traffic. 

A  description  of  holding  or  loitering  procedures  for  vessels 
should  be  included. 

c.  Commander,  Eleventh  Coast  Guard  District,  has  been 
directed  to  examine  tanker  routes  in  the  area  of  convergence 
to  San  Pedro  Bay  and  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 

3.  Section  1.2.1  Sea  Leg,  page  1-26:  Nationally  recommended 
routes  from  Prince  William  Sound  to  the  west  coast  of  the 
United  States  are  presently  being  developed.  The  northern 
terminus  is  firm.  The  southern  terminus  is  open.  Various 
alternatives  are  under  consideration.  Final  selection  is 
expected  before  mid-1977. 

4.  Section  1.2.2.1  Tanker  Berths,  page  1-30: 

a.   The  description  of  the  berths  at  the  proposed  terminal 
site  should  include  a  discussion  of  steps  taken  to  design  the 
facility  in  compliance  with  the  Pollution  Prevention  Regulations 
contained  in  Title  33,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Parts  154 
and  156. 


b.   The  Coast  Guard  maint 
extending  from  the  south  side 
118°11'35"W  to  provide  power  f 
beacon  at  the  Long  Beach  Light 
marine  terminal  may  require  re 
Aids  to  Navigation  Branch, 
FTS  984-9222  for  detailed  i 
Long  Beach  Light.   Further, 
during  construction  of  the  terminal 
ties  when  completed. 

5.   Section  1.2.3.2  Water  Crossings 


ns  a  2,400  volt  submarine  cable 
Pier  J  at  33*14 ' 18"N, 
the  light,  fog  signal  and  radio 
Construction  of  the  proposed 
rerouting  the  cable.   The  Chief, 
should  be  contacted  at  (213)  590-2222, 
iformation  concerning  the  cable  and 
Aids  to  Navigation  will  be  required 
:erminal  and  to  mark  the  new  facili- 


page  1-56: 


a.   The  Coast  Guard  is  responsible  for  issuing  permits 
approving  the  location  and  plans  of  bridges  across  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States.   Actions  identified  in  the  EIS 
that  may  require  bridge  permits  include  the  proposed  overhead 
pipeline  crossing  of  the  Los  Angeles  River,  temporary  or  float- 
ing construction  bridges,  and  modification  of  existing  bridges. 
Therefore,  Coast  Guard  bridge  permits  should  be  included  in  the 
lists  of  other  Federal  actions  on  pages  1-3,  1-4,  and  1-137. 


b.   Table  1.?..  3.2.2  lists  m 
smaller  waterways  which  may  not 
may  be  navigable  in  law.   It  is 
be  made  with  the  appropriate  Coa 
determine  which  waterways  to  be 
California  and  Arizona,  contact 
Eleventh  Coast  Guard  District,  U 
Boulevard,  Long  Beach,  Californi 
Texas,  contact  District  Commande 
strict.  Hale  Boggs  Fede 


New  Orle 


Lou 


aterway  crossings;  however, 

to  be  navigable,  in  fact, 
ended  that  early  contact 
t  Guard  District  Commander  to 
rossed  are  navigable.   For 
istrict  Commander  (oan) , 
ion  BanK  Building,  400  Oceangate 
90822.   For  New  Mexico  and 
(obr) ,  Eighth  Coast  Guard 
ilding,  500  Camp  Street,  Room  1140, 


c.  Bridge  permit  actions  may  be  taken  on  the  basis  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management's  final  EIS  if  it  is  determined  by 
the  District  Commander  that  the  EIS  adequately  assesses  the 
impacts  of  the  permit  action.   Assessment  of  construction  and 
operational  impacts  appear  to  be  adequate  in  the  draft  EIS. 
The  final  EIS  should  also  include  an  assessment  of  the  effect 
on  waterway  use. 

d.  Bridge  permit  ac 
Section  4(f)  of  the  Depar 
that  Act,  a  bridge  permit 
use  land  from  a  publicly  i 
and  waterfowl  refuge,  or  . 
or  local  significance  unle 
alternative  and  the  projec 
minimize  harm  to  the  prote' 


ions  are  subject  to  the  provisions  o 
ment  of  Transportation  Act.  Under 
cannot  be  approved  if  the  bridge  wil 
wned  park,  recreation  area  or  wildli 
ny  historic  site  of  national.  State, 
ss  there  is  no  feasible  and  prudent 
includes  all  possible  planning  to 
ted  property.   There  are  several 
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parks  and  recreation  areas  along  waterways  which  will  be 
affected.   It  is  not  possible  from  the  level  of  design  pre- 
sented in  the  draft  EIS  to  determine  if  any  bridges  will  use 
land  from  the  4(f)  properties.   Therefore,  if  waterways  adjacent 
to  4(f)  properties  are  found  to  be  navigable,  the  Bureau  and 
the  applicant  should  work  closely  w<th  the  District  Commander 
in  determining  if  any  bridges  willuse.4(f)  properties. 

6.   Section  1.3.1  Federal  Government,  page  1-135 i   The  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  is  presently  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  regula- 
tory package  entitled  ■Navigation  Safety  Regulations."   These 
are  contained  in  Coast  Guard  Docket  Number  74-79.   The  first 
concept  and  a  solicitation  for  input  first  appeared  In  the 
Federal  Register  in  mid-1974.   The  innovative  perspective, 
the  sheer  magnitude  of  the  project  itself,  and  the  public's 
response  to  the  project  dictated  extensive  expenditure  of 
energy  to  refine  it  to  the  next  stage.   That  stage — a  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking--was  reached  this  past  spring  and  pub- 
lished on  6  May  1976  in  41  FR  18766.   Again,  the  project's 
magnitude  and  the  public's  response  generated  extensive  review 
and  rewrite.   The  project  is  very  near  to  completion  at  the 
present  time. 


In  general,  these  regulations 

vessels  of  1,600  or  more  gros 

waters  of  the  U.S.,  except  thi 

Seaway.   Their  general  thrust  is  to  set  a  min 

navigation  practice  and  associated  equipment. 

to  reduce  the  level  of  vessel  casualties  resu 

fessional  performance  or  substandard  equipmen 

7.   Table  1.3.1-1  Federal  Agem 


ill  apply  to  all  self-propelled 
tons  operating  in  the  navigable 
Panama  Canal  and  the  St.  Lawrenc 


page  1-137,  should  be 


f  Transportation 

on:   U.S.  Coast  Guard 


(1)  Agency :   Departmen 

(2)  Responsible  Subdiv 

(3)  Activity  Requiring  Appr 

(a)  pipeline  construction  crossing  navigable  waters 

(b)  design  and  operation  of  private  aids  to  navigation 

(c)  oil  transfer  operations  between  vessel  and  facility 


(d) 


afe 


shipping  practice 

(4)  Form 

(a)  permit 

(b)  review/ approval 

(c)  review/approval 
<d}  review/approval 

(5)  References 

(a)  33  CFR  115 

(b)  33  CFR  66 

(c)  33  CFR  126  and  1S4-156 

(d)  33  CFR  126  and  46  CFR  30-40 


6.   Section  2.1.1.1  Southern  California  Coastal  Region,  page  2-6: 
The  climatological  description  does  not  provide  sufficient  data 
and  analysis  of  two  critical  elements—wind  speed  and  visibility. 
It  is  recommended  that  the  statement  include  an  analysis  of  tha 
diurnal  and  seasonal  patterns  associated  with  these  elements. 
This  information  could  provide  a  basis  to  assess  the  impacts 
associated  with  acceptable  approach/departure  and  docking 
conditions  as  per  paragraph  1.2.b.  above. 

9.  Section  2.1.7.1.2  Bays  and  Estuaries,  page  2-319:  Salinities 
cited  in  the  last  paragraph  should  probably  be  recorded  as  parts 
per  thousand  (ppt*  or  V00)  ,  not  percent. 

10.  Section  2.1.8.1.2  Coastal,  Bays,  and  Estuaries,  page  2-514: 
The  reference  "Reish,  1964a,"  cited  in  the  third  paragraph  does 
not  appear  in  the  reference  section. 

11.  Section  2.1.13.1  Land,  page  2-858:   Some  mention  should  be 
made  of  existing  (and  charted)  traffic  separation  schemes  in 
the  Santa  Barbara  Channel,  in  the  approaches  to  Los  Angeles/Long 
Beach,  in  the  approaches  to  San  Francisco,  and  in  the  Strait  of 
Juan  de  Fuca .   (See  comment  3.  (a)  regarding  nationally  recom- 
mended routes  between  Prince  William  Sound  and  the  west  coast.) 


Section  2.1.14.2  Vessel  Traffic 


page  2-873: 


12. 

a.  It  should  be  stated  that  based  on  past  casualty  data, 
the  Los  Angeles/Long  Beach  Harbors  were  listed  twentieth  in 
order  of  need  for  a  Vessel  Traffic  System  on  a  priority  list 
of  twenty-two  U.S.  ports.   At  this  time,  no  projected  date  of 
operation  has  been  established. 

b.  It  is  recommended  that  this  section  include  a  quanti- 
fied description  of  local  and  regional  traffic  patterns  associ- 
ated with  commercial  shipping  and  fishing,  recreational  boating, 
military  operations  and  development  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  oil  and  gas  resources. 

13.   Section  3.1.2.1.1  Const ru 

pletely  oxidized  particles  wou 

Section  3.1.5.1.1.   Chlorinated  hydrocarbons  and  heavy  metals 

released  from  sediments  might  also  be  toxic  to  biota.   Sulfides 

may  be  released,  depending  on  sediment  composition  and  presence 

of  anaerobic  bacteria.   Changes  ir.  pH  may  occur. 


14  . 


n  3.1.4.2.1  Co 
percent 


n/Constr 


n,  page  3-38 


content  should  be  35  parts  per  thousand 
water  is  being  described.   (See  comment  9. (a).) 

ction  3.1.5.1.2  ff  Operation,  page  3-52ff:   Comment  6 


16.  Figure  3.1.5.1.2-10,  page  3-86:   The  tanker  route  repre- 
sented is  probably  not  the  one  which  will  ultimately  be 
approved.   (See  comment  3. ) 

17.  Section  3.1.5.2.2  Operation,  page  3-93ff:   Problems  associ- 
ated with  pipeline  spills  along  river  crossings  will  be  magnified 
during  flood  flows  when  oil  may  be  carried  onto  agricultural 
land  and  during  low  flows  when  water  resources  become  more  valu- 
able.  Prevention  techniques  and  immediate  cleanup  plans  are 
essential . 

18.  Section  4.2.1  ff  Sea  Leg_,  page  4-7ff: 

a.  This  presentation  is  defective  in  that  it  does  not 
address  measures  being  developed  under  U.S.  Coast  Guard  jurisdic- 
tion.  Traffic  Separation  Schemes  have  been  designed,  are 
charted,  and  are  in  use  on  a  temporary  basis  for  purposes  of 
user  evaluation.   These  will  be  fully  implemented  as  appropriate. 
A  manned  Vessel  Traffic  Service  is  under  construction;  comple- 
tion is  expected  by  mid-1977.   Federal  regulations  prescribing 
behavior  of  vessels  in  the  Prince  William  Sound  approaches  to 
the  Port  of  Valdez  are  under  development.   Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  is  expected  to  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
early  in  February  1977.   Final  regulations  have  been  promised 

by  mid-1977. 

b.  The  Coast  Guard  is  concerned  with  the  overall  lack  of 
indepth  study  of  results  of  potential  oil  spills  in  Prince 
William  Sound  and  along  proposed  tracks  that  loaded  vessels 
will  follow.   Recognition  of  the  very  limited  capabilities  to 
clean  open  water  oil  spills  with  present  state  of  the  art  equip- 
ment should  be  included.   This  should  be  reflected  in  the  final 
EIS. 


thi 


c.   Oil  spill  contingency  plans  for  sea  leg  segments  of 
project  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Coast  Guard  when  released. 


19.  Section  4.2.7  General,  page  4-49ff:   Mitigating  measures 
might  include  burying  power  lines  instead  of  running  them  over- 
head.  A  trencher  would  impact  only  a  narrow  strip  along  the 
proposed  route  and  power  lines  would  not  be  visible.   Problems 
associated  with  geologic  subsidence  and  of  trenching  through 
rock  should  be  addressed. 

20.  Section  9.5  Federal  Participation,  page  9-4:   Coast  Guard 
representatives  from  the  Seventeenth  Coast  Guard  District 
were  present  at  the  meeting  held  in  Juneau,  Alaska. 

21.  Enclosed  is  a  list  of  definitions  common  to  the  maritime 
industry.   Use  of  nonstandard  terminology  should  be  avoided. 


In  particular,  the  meaning  of  the  term  "purging,"  used 
repeatedly  when  discussing  air  quality,  is  not  clear  in 
light  of  the  suggested  definitions  enclosed.   If  "purging 
is  understood  to  be  a  deliberate  introduction  of  fresh  ai 
to  the  tank  by  driving  out  hydrocarbons  compelling  the  ta 
to  enter  the  explosive  range,  it  would  appear  to  create 

storage  and  should  be  prohibited  by  the  Coast  Guard  under 
authority  of  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  of  1972. 
The  definition  of,  reason  for,  methods,  number  of  tanks 
affected,  frequency  and  duration  of  "purging"  should  be 
supplied. 


of  Standard  Defi 
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There  are  4  number  of  operations  associated  with  oil   tankers   that  may 
cause   the  emission  of  hydrocarbon  to  the  atmosphere.     These  operations  occur 
with   varying  frequency  and   in  different   locations.     The  following  discussion  is 
for   the  purpose  of  distinguishing  among   these  operations: 

Venting  --  The  volume  of  va^ur   in  oil   tanks  expands  and  contracts  with 
variations   in  temperature  just  as  occurs  with  the  gasoline  tank  of  an  automobile. 
However,   the  oil   tank   in  a   tanker  is  not  freely  open  to  atmosphere.     To  prevent 
a  buildup  of  pressure  differential,   a  weighted  pressure-vacuum  valve  with  a 
flame  screen  is   fitted  to  each  tank.      The  valve   lifts   to  relieve  when  a 
pressure  differential   of  2  pounds  per  square  inch  Is  reached.     When  the  pressure 
within   the   tank   is   the  greater,   some  hydrocarbons  are  emitted. 

Bunkering  --  Tnis   is   the  process  of  refueling  the  ship's   fuel    tanks. 
Oust  as  when  refueling  an  automobile,   the  addition  of  fuel   displaces   the  vapor 
to   the  atmosphere.      The  frequency  with  which   this  emission  takes  place  and  Its 
locale  depends   upon   the  size  of  the   tanks,   the  ship's   fuel   consumption,  and 
its  operating  schedule. 

Dal  lasting  --  This  action  1s  necessary  after  the  cargo  has  been  discharged 
to  Immerse  huil,   propeller  and  rudder   in   the   interest  of  controllability  of  the 
ship.     Hydrocarbons  are  emitted  when  water  is  Introduced   Into  some  of   the  cargo 
tanks       The  quantity  of  ballast  rtken  on  can  be  held  to  a  certain  minimum  level 
for  purposes   of  clearing  the  port  unless   there  are  strong  winds  when  a  greater 
amount  of  ballast  would  be  taken  on   for  safety  reasons.     Once  at  sea.   the 
Master  will   add  more  ballast  and  may  take  on  still   greater  quantities   if  the 
ship  encounters  heavy  weather.      In  vessels  with  segregated  ballast   tanks   the 
water  is  added   into   tanks  dedicated  to  that  purpose  and  no  contamination  with 
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the  oil  residues  remaining  in  the  oil  cargo  tank  takes  place  nor  Is  there  any 
emission  of  hydrocarbons.  In  vessels  without  the  segregated  ballast  feature, 
operating  on  a  return  voyage  to  an  oil  loading  source  where  there  is  no  oily 
water  reception  facility,  the  ship  will  probably  engage  in  tank  cleaning. 

Tank  Cleaning  --  This  operation  is  a  lengthy  one  and  is  usually  carried 
o»t  at  sea,  to  prepare  cargo  tanks  for  a  change  of  cargo,  as  from  crude  oil  to 
a  refined  product,  or  from  crude  oil  to  grain  transport.   It  may  also  be  done 
to  certain  Units  in  connection  with  ballasting.  To  clean  the  tanks,  a  machine 
which  plays  powerful  jets  of  water  upon  the  Interior  surfaces  1s  lowered 
according  to  a  fixed  schedule  from  the  top  to  the  bottom  of  the  tank  over  a 
period  of  several  hours.   As  a  safety  measure  the  atmosphere  in  the  tank  may 
be  inerted  before  the  process  begins.  This  action  has  been  adopted  relatively 
recently  because  of  unexplained  explosions  which  occurred  from  six  or  seven 
years  ago  in  vessels  engaged  In  this  operation. 

Alternatively,  the  hydrocarbons  may  be  emitted  by  blowing  1n  fresh  air 
to  '-ring  the  tank  below  the  explosive  limit  before  washing  begins.  The 
accumulation  of  oil  and  water  is  gathered  and  separated.   It  was  once  common 
practice  to  pump  the  accumulation  overboard  and  this  practice  termed 
"operational  pollution"  has  been  responsible  for  most  of  the  oil  dumped  in  the 
sea,  much  more  than  due  to  tanker  accidents.   The  procedure  is  now  prohibited; 
instead,  the  separation  process  returns  to  the  sea  clean  water  and  retains  the 
slops  on  board.  The  slops  are  either  discharged  ashore  or  are  added  on  top  of 
the  next  load  of  cargo  lending  the  name  "load  on  top"  to  this  practice. 

Once  a  tank  has  been  cleaned  and  "stripped"  of  residue,  it  Is  ready  for 
the  new,  different  cargo.  Clean  sea  ballast  may  also  be  taken  1n  permitting 
the  vessel  on  loading  the  next  cargo  to  discharge  the  clean  ballast  water  into 
the  harbor  at  the  loading  facility  without  pollution. 


RESPONSE 


There  is  a  new  method  which  the  industry  is  experimenting  with   in   the 
interest  of  reducing  water  pollution  called  crude  wasning  where  the  oil    itself 
is  used  as   the  solvent   to  speed  removal   of  residues  on  the   interior  surfaces 
of  the  tank. 

The   tank, after  tank  cleaning,    is   still   not   regarded  as  safe   for 
personnel    to  enter  as  hydrocarbons  are  still   present. 

Gas   Freeing  --   This  process   is  conducted  at   infrequent  periods  when 

necessary  to  enter  a   tank  for  inspection  or  repairs  such  as  burning  and  welding. 

Before  personnel   are  permitted  to  enter  a   tank,   the   tank  must  be  certified 

gas-free  by  a  Marine  Chemist.      To  reach   the  gas-free  stage,   the  tank  must  be 

cleaned  as  descrihed  in  the  paragraph  above  and  in  addition  the  atmosphere  of 

the  tank  after  tank  cleaning  must  he  changed  a  sufficient  number  of  times  to 

insure  that  no  explosive  or  toxic  condition  exists  and  that  the  tank  is  safe  for 

human  entry.  Of  course,  the  nrocess  of  changing  the  atmosphere  will  lead  to 

and  inert  gas 
emission  of  <uch  hydrocarbons.as  may  remain  after  tank  cleaning  has  been 

consummated. 

Inert ing  --  In  this  process  an  oil  tank  is  made  to  draw  In  Inert  gas 

instead  of  fresh  air  as  the  cargo  is  pumped  out  thereby  lowering  the  oxygen 

content  of  the  tank  atmosphere  making  it  safe  from  explosion  or  fire.   The 

inert  gas  most  commonly  used  is  washed,  cooled  combustion  exhaust  drawn  from 

the  ship's  boiier  uptakes. 


Comment   #1 


The    time  between   receipt   of  this    let- 
ter  and   publication  of   the   FES  did  not 
permit   detailed   consideration  of   and 
response    to   the   enclosed   comments. 
However,   many  of   the   points   raised 
have  been  responded   to   previously  in 
this   section   and  many  changes    in  the 
FES  were  made  which   reflect   these   com- 
ments.     References   to  DOT  regulations 
regarding   the   project  were   added   to 
Section   1.2,3.2,    under   Preconstruction 
Activities,    and    Section    1.3.1   of  the 
FES. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

MATERIALS   TRANSPORTATION    BUBtAU 


DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 

Project  Manager,  SOHIO  EIS  Project 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  CA   90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

Your  September  10,  1976,  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation concerning  the  Federal  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  (SOHIO) 
for  transporting  Prudhoe  Bay  crude  oil  from  Valdez,  Alaska, 
to  Midland,  Texas,  has  been  referred  to  the  Materials 
Transportation  Bureau  (MTB)  for  response. 

We  have  reviewed  the  preliminary  list  of  mitigating 
measures  relative  to  the  project  EIS  which  was  enclosed 
with  your  letter. 

The  outline  listed  in  Chapter  4,  Engineering,  as  Item  8 
does  not  recognize  that  both  the  new  pipelines  to  be 
constructed  and  the  existing  pipelines  to  be  converted 
from  natural  gas  to  crude  oil  use  must  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  49  CFR  Part  195,  "Transportation  of  Liquids 
by  Pipeline."   Part  195  is  mandatory  and  includes  by 
reference  all  of  the  ASTM,  ANSI,  ASME,  and  API  standards 
listed  under  Chapter  4. 

The  new  facilities  in  the  245  miles  of  pipeline  addressed 
in  the  proposed  outline  of  the  EIS  and  any  new  facilities 
required  in  the  conversion  of  the  788  miles  of  existing 
natural  gas  pipelines  to  crude  oil. service  use  must  comply 
with  Part  195.   The  portions  of  the  788  miles  of  pipeline 
being  converted  to  a  new  type  of  service  are  for  the  purpose 
of  safety  regulation  considered  the  same  as  new  pipelines 
and,  therefore,  must  comply  with  Part  195.   Where  it  is  not 
feasible  to  comply  with  a  specific  section  of  Part  195,  a 
waiver  must  be  obtained  from  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety 


Operation*  (OPSO) ,  MTB,  Department  of  Transportation.   A 
request  for  such  a  waiver  must  be  supported  with  adequate 
justification  to  show  why  compliance  with  the  specific 
requirement  is  not  appropriate,  what  alternative  steps  if 
any  will  be  taken  to  provide  for  public  safety,  and  why 
it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  to  grant  such  a  waiver. 

The  conversion  of  the  788  miles  of  existing  natural  gas 
pipelines  to  crude  oil  use  will  also  have  some  effect  on 
the  environment  and  should  also  be  addressed  in  the  EIS. 
The  degree  of  impact  that  this  work  will  have  on  the  environ- 
ment will  depend  on  the  chinges  necessary  to  modify  the 
pipeline  from  its  present  condition  to  that  required  by 
Part  195.  It  appears  that  this  would  be  of  a  magnitude 
that  jt  should  be  considered  in  the  EIS. 

OPSO  has  Regional  Offices  in  Houston,  Texas;  Burlingame, 
California;  Kansas  City,  Missouri;  Atlanta,  Georgia;  and 
Washington,  D.C.   These  offices  are  not  staffed  to  provide 
onsite  inspection  of  construction,  but  rather  we  hold  the 
operator  of  the  facilities  involved  responsible  for  assuring 
compliance  with  Part  195.   On  a  random  basis,  the  pipeline 
operators  are  inspected  and  required  to  show  that  they  are 
in  compliance  with  the  regulations. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  pipeline  safety. 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAl  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

UGJONNIN1 

Two  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  530 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 


January  17,  1977 

Mr.  Charles  Tulloss 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

EIS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland, 
Texas,  and  offer  the  following  comment: 

He  concur  with  the  mitigation  proposed  in  Chapter  4  to 
reduce  the  impacts  to  the  Ehrenberg  Rest  Area  on  Interstate 
10  by  moving  the  pump  station  to  an  alternate  site.   This 
mitigating  measure  will  maintain  the  aesthetic  quality  and 
prevent  noise  Impacts  to  the  rest  area. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  the  subject  Draft  EIS  and 
wduld  like  to  receive  two  copies  of  the  Final  Statement  when  it 
becomes  available. 


Sincerely  yours. 


f*f.   t.    Hav/ey 

(   Regional  Administrat 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 


4922/13.03 


Commander,  Eleventh  Coast  Cuard  District 
Commandant  (G-WEP-7/73) 


Sub]:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Crude  Oil  Transportatlo 
System:   Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 


(G-WEP-7/73)  letter  16476/7. b. 230  of  3  DEC  76 
4re  submitted  In  accordance  with  referent 


Ref:    (a)  Command 

1.  The  following  < 
(a): 

a.   Section  1.1.1.1  Sea  Leg  page  1-7 

1(1)  The  description  of  the  vessels  expected  to  utilize  the 
proposed  marine  terminal  should  be  expanded  to  provide  a  thorough  discussion 
of  their  technical  design  characteristics  such  as  length,  beam,  draft 
and  maneuvering  characteristics. 


b.   Section  1.1.1.1  Sea  Leg  page  1-11 


ugh 


Barba 
to  ei 

rigs 


that 


ra  Channel  Islands  where  th 
cablish  a  <iim  Fairway  to 


(1)  It  is  recommended  that  this  section  Include  s  son 
Ion  of  the  tanker  route,  particularly  In  the  area  of  the  Sant 

the  CorpB  of  Engineers  has  been  requested 

sll  the  instrusion  of  oil  drilling 
into  the  Traffic  Separation  Scheme.  This  area  is  also  deserving  of 
anient  for  the  possibilities  of  LNC  facilities  at  Pt.  Conception 
r  Oxnard  and  the  associated  ship  traffic.  Offshore  LNC  facilities 
lso  being  considered  elsewhere  along  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel  and 
el  Islands.   Moreover,  the  area  to  the  south  of  the  Channel  Islands 
sociated  with  the  Pacific  Missile  Range  and  the  relationship  to 
activity  should  be  explored. 


1(2)  It  Is  recommended  that  this  section  include  a  discussion  of 
those  factors  affecting  arrival/departure  of  tankers  such  as,  visibility, 
wind  speed  and  other  shipping  traffic.   A  description  of  holding  or 
loitering  procedures  for  vessels  should  be  Included. 

c.   Section  1.2.2.1  Tanker  Berths  page  1-30 

1(1)  The  description  of  the  berths  at  the  proposed  terminal  site 
should  Include  a  discussion  of  steps  taken  to  design  the  facility  in 
compliance  with  the  Pollution  Prevention  Regulations  contained  in  Title 
33,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  parts  154  and  156. 


SubJ:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Crude  Oil  Transportation 
System:   Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 

(2)  The  Coast  Cuard  maintains  a  2,400  volt  submarine  cable 
extending  from  the  south  side  of  Pier  J  at  33"14'18"N,  118"11*35"W  to 
provide  power  for  the  light,  fog  signal  and  radio  beacon  at  the  1-nng 
Beach  Light.   Construction  of  the  proposed  marine  terminal  may  require 
rerouting  the  cable.   The  Chief,  Aids  to  Navigation  Branch  should  be 
contacted  at  (213)  590-2222,  FTS  984-9222  for  detailed  Information 
concerning  the  cable  und  Long  Beach  Light.   Further,  Aids  to  Navigation 
will  be  required  during  construction  of  the  terminal  mid  to  mark  the  new 
facilities  when  completed. 

d.   Section  1.2.3.2  Water  Crossings  page  1-56 


1(1)  The  U.  S.  Coast  Cuard  Is  curr 
of  the  Los  Angeles  River.  A  preliminary 
pipeline  crossing  of  the  Los  Angeles  Rive 
portion  of  the  Los  Angeles  River.  A  Coas 
required  if  the  proposed  overhead  plpelln 
waters  of  the  United  States, 


mtly  investigating  the  navigability 
tudy  indicates  that  the  proposed 
would  be  above  the  navigable 
Cuard  bridge  permit  will  be 
i  Is  crossing  over  navigable 


e.   Table  1.3.1-1  Federal  Agencies  Having  Project  Approval  Requlr 


page  1-137,  should  be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(1)  Agency:   Department  of  Transportation 

(2)  Responsible  subdivision:   U.  S.  Coast  Cuard 

(3)  Activity  Requiring  Approval 

(a)  pipeline  construction  crossing  over  navigable  waters 

(b)  design  and  operation  of  private  aids  to  navigation 

(c)  oil  transfer  operations  between  vessel  and  facility 

(d)  safe  shipping  practice 

(4)  Form 

a.  Permit 

b.  review/approval 

c.  review/approval 
•  d.   review/approval 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Crude  Oil  Transpo 
System:   Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland.  Texas 


(5)   Refer 


(a)  33  CFR  115 

(b)  33  CFR  66 

(c)  3}_CFR  126  and  154-156 

(d)  33  CFR  126  and  46  CFR  30-40 
Section  2.1.1.1  Southern  California  Coas 


il   Reg 


i  page  2-6 


(1)  The  cllmatologlcal  description  does  not  provide  sufficient 
data  and  analysis  of  two  critical  elements  -  wind  speed  and  visibility. 
It  1b  recommended  that  the  statement  include  an  analysis  of  the  diurnal 
and  seasonal  patterns  associated  with  these  elements.  This  information 
could  provide  a  basis  to  assess  the  impacts  assoclsted  with  acceptable 
approach/departure  and  docking  conditions  as  per  paragraph  l.b.(2) 
above. 

g.   Section  2.1.14.2  Vessel  Traffic  page  2-873 

(1)  it  should  be  stated  that  based  on  past  casualty  data,  the 
|  Los  Angeles/Long  Beach  Harbors  were  listed  twentieth  in  order  of  need 
I  for  a  Vessel  Traffic  System  on  a  priority  list  of  twenty-two  U.  S. 

i  ports.  At  this  time,  no  projected  dat«  of  operation  has  been  established. 

(2)  It  1b  recommended  that  this  section  include  a  quantified 
description  of  local  and  regional  traffic  patterns  associated  with 
commercial  shipping  and  fishing,  recreational  boating,  military  operations 
and  development  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  oil  and  gas  resources. 


h.   Attached 
maritime  lndustr 
In  particular, 
discussing  air 
If 


enclosure  (1)  is  a  list  of  definitions  common  to  the 
ry.   Use  of  non-standsrd  terminology  should  be  avoided, 
the  meaning  of  the  term  "purging",  used  repeatedly  when 
quality,  is  not  clear  In  light  of  the  suggested  definltio 


tached.  If  'purging"  is  understood 
esh  air  to  the. tank  by  driving  out  hydroi 
ter  the  explosive  range,  it  would  appear 
safe  condition  If  In  proximity  to  oil  st< 


by  the  Coast  Cuard  under  authority 
Act,  1972.   The  definition  < 
affected,  frequency  and  dur 


i  deliberate  lntrodui 
rhons  compelling  the  tank  to 

age  and  should  be  prohibited 
Safety 


sf  the  Ports  and  Ua 
an  f or ,  methods ,  number  of  tai 
"purging"  should  be  supplied 


R.  C.  HERTICA 
By  direction 
(1)  Suggested  List  of  Definitions 


R.I. P. 

14  December  1976 


There  are  a  number  of  operations  associated  with  oil  tankers  that  may 
cause  the  emission  of  hydrocarbon  to  the  atmosphere.  These  operations  occur 
with  varying  frequency  and  in  different  locations.  The  following  discussion  ts 
for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  among  these  operations: 

Venting  --  The  volume  of  vapor  in  oil  tanks  expands  and  contracts  with 
variations  in  temperature  just  as  occurs  with  the  gasoline  tank  of  an  automobile. 
However,  the  oil  tank  in  a  tanker  is  not  freely  open  to  atmosphere.  To  prevent 
a  buildup  of  pressure  differential,  a  weighted  pressure-vacuum  valve  with  a 
flame  screen  is  fitted  to  each  tank.  The  valve  lifts  to  relieve  when  a 
pressure  differential  of  2   pounds  per  square  inch  is  reached.  When  the  pressure 
within  the  tank  is  the  greater,  some  hydrocarbons  are  emitted. 

Bunkering  --  This  1s  the  process  of  refueling  the  ship's  fuel  tanks. 
Just  as  when  refueling  an  automobile,  the  addition  of  fuel  displaces  the  vapor 
to  the  atmosphere.  The  frequency  with  which  this  emission  takes  place  and  its 
locale  depends  upon  the  size  of  the  tanks,  the  ship's  fuel  consumption,  and 
Its  operating  schedule. 

Ballasting  --  This  action  is  necessary  after  the  cargo  has  been  discharged 
to  Immerse  hull,  propeller  and  rudder  in  the  interest  of  controllability  of  the 
ship.  Hydrocarbons  are  emitted  when  water  is  introduced  into  some  of  the  cargo 
tanks.  The  quantity  of  ballast  taken  on  can  be  held  to  a  certain  minimum  level 
for  purposes  of  clearing  the  port  unless  there  are  strong  winds  when  a  greater 
amount  of  ballast  would  be  taken  on  for  safety  reasons.  Once  at  sea,  the 
Master  will  add  more  ballast  and  may  take  on  still  greater  quantities  if  the 
ship  encounters  heavy  weather.   In  vessels  with  segregated  ballast  tanks  the 
water  is  added  Into  tanks  dedicated  to  that  purpose  and  no  contamination  with 


9-119 


the  ofl  residues  remaining  In  the  oil  cargo  tank  takes  place  nor  is  there  any 
emission  of  hydrocarbons.  In  vessels  without  the  segregated  ballast  feature, 
operating  on  a  return  voyage  to  an  oil  loading  source  where  there  is  no  oily 
water  reception  facility,  the  ship  will  probably  engage  in  tank  cleaning. 

Tank  Cleaning  --  This  operation  is  a  lengthy  one  and  is  usually  carried 
out  at  sea.  to  prepare  cargo  tanks  for  a  change  of  cargo,  as  from  crude  oil  to 
a  refined  product,  or  from  crude  oil  to  grain  transport.   It  may  also  be  done 
to  certain  tanks  in  connection  with  ballasting.  To  clean  the  tanks,  a  machine 
which  plays  powerful  jets  of  water  upon  the  interior  surfaces  is  lowered 
according  to  a  fixed  schedule  from  the  top  to  the  bottom  of  the  tank  over  a 
period  of  several  hours.   As  a  safety  measure  the  atmosphere  In  the  tank  may 
be  Inerted  before  the  process  begins.  This  action  has  been  adopted  relatively 
recently  because  of  unexplained  explosions  which  occurred  from  six  or  seven 
years  ago  in  vessels  engaged  in  this  operation. 

Alternatively,  the  hydrocarbons  may  be  emitted  by  blowing  in  fresh  air 
to  l»r1ng  the  tank  below  the  explosive  limit  before  washing  begins.  The 
accumulation  of  oil  and  water  is  gathered  and  separated.   It  was  once  common 
practice  to  pump  the  accumulation  overboard  and  this  practice  termed 
"operational  pollution"  has  been  responsible  for  most  of  the  oil  dumped  in  the 
sea,  much  more  than  due  to  tanker  accidents.  The  procedure  is  now  prohibited; 
instead,  the  separation  process  returns  to  the  sea  clean  water  and  retains  the 
slops  on  board.  The  slops  are  either  discharged  ashore  or  are  added  on  top  of 
the  next  load  of  cargo  lending  the  name  "load  on  top"  to  this  practice. 

Once  a  tank  has  been  cleaned  and  "stripped"  of  residue,  it  is  ready  for 
the  new,  different  cargo.  Clean  sea  ballast  may  also  be  taken  in  permitting 
the  vessel  on  loading  the  next  cargo  to  discharge  the  clean  ballast  water  into 
the  harbor  at  the  loading  facility  without  pollution. 


There  is  a  new  method  which  the  industry  Is  experimenting  with  In  the 
interest  of  reducing  water  pollution  called  crude  washing  where  the  oil  itself 
Is  used  as  the  solvent  to  speed  removal  of  residues  on  the  interior  surfaces 
of  the  tank. 

The  tank, after  tank  cleaning.  Is  still  not  regarded  as  safe  for 
personnel  to  enter  as  hydrocarbons  are  still  present. 

Gas  freeing  --  This  process  Is  conducted  at  infrequent  periods  when 

necessary  to  enter  a  tank  for  Inspection  or  repairs  such  as  burning  and  welding. 

Before  personnel  are  permitted  to  enter  a  tank,  the  tank  must  be  certified 

gas-free  by  a  Marine  Chemist.  To  reach  the  gas-free  stage,  the  tank  must  be 

cleaned  as  described  in  the  paragraph  above  and  In  addition  the  atinosphere  of 

the  tank  after  tank  cleaning  must  be  changed  a  sufficient  number  of  times  to 

Insure  that  no  explosive  or  toxic  condition  exists  and  that  the  tank  Is  safe  for 

human  entry.  Of  course,  the  orocess  of  changing  the  atmosphere  will  lead  to 

and  Inert  gas 
emission  of  such  hydrocarbons-as  may  remain  after  tank  cleaning  has  been 

consummated. 

Inerting  --  In  this  process  an  oil  tank  is  made  to  draw  in  inert  gas 

Instead  of  fresh  air  as  the  cargo  is  pumped  out  thereby  lowering  the  oxygen 

content  of  the  tank  atmosphere  making  it  safe  from  explosion  or  fire.   The 

inert  gas  most  commonly  used  is  washed,  cooled  combustion  exhaust  drawn  from 

the  ship's  boiler  uptakes. 


RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 


A  comprehensive   analysis   of  this   sub- 
ject  was   not   believed    to  be  necessary 
However,    some  details   on   tankers   are 
available   in  Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1 ,    Fig- 
ures  Al. 1.1. 1-4    and   Al. 1.1. 1-5. 

Comment   #2 

Sections    2.1.14   and   3.1.14  have  been 
expanded    and   Appendix   Al.l.l.l-A  has 
been   added    for  discussion  of  vessel 
traffic . 

Comment   #3 

Attachment    2   presents   wind,    wave,   vis- 
ibility,   and   other   climatological 
data.      As   discussed   in   the   Tanker 
Traffic    Study,    Appendix   Al.l.l.l-A, 
weather   conditions   and  vessel   delays 
would   result    in  no   significant   im- 
pacts . 

Comment    #4 

Table    1.3.1-1    has   been  revised    to   re- 
flect   this    comment. 


Comment    #5 

Rerouting   of   any   submarine   cables 
would   be  done   during   construction,    if 
necessary,    under   the   direction  of   the 
affected   agencies.      No   adverse   impacts 
are   expected. 

Comment   #6 

Section   1.2.3.2,    under   Water   Cross- 
ings,   has   been   revised   to   reflect   this 
comment . 

Comment   #7 

Table    1.3.1-1   has  been  corrected    to 
reflect   this  comment. 


Comment    #8 

The  description  of  clim 
region  is  brief  because 
concensus  that  meteorol 
merits,  such  as- wind  spe 
ity,  will  play  a  minor 
pated  impacts  of  the  Al 
Additional  climatologic 
is  readily  available  in 
references  cited  in  the 
refer  to  the  responses 
above . 


atology  of  the 
of   a  general 

ogical   ele-7 

ed   and  visibil- 

role   in   antici- 

aska   trade . 

al   information 
several   of  the 
FES.      Also 

to    Comment    3 
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Comment  #9 

A  text  change  to  clarify  this  point 
has  been  made  in  Section  2.1.14.2, 
under  Vessel  Traffic. 

Comment  #10 

Section  2.1.14.1  has  been  expanded  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #11 

A  glossary   incorporating   the    suggested 
definitions  has  been   added    to    the 
Appendices . 
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9.17.2      State   Governmental   Units 


STATE  OF  ALASKA 


BLH-EIS 

Sohlo  Proposal 

Valdez  -  Midland 


January  12.  1977 


Project  Manager 

BLM,  EIS  Project  Office 

P  0   Box  660 

Los  Alamltoa.  California   90720 

Gentlemen i 

Aa  requested,  the  State  of  Alaska  Pipeline  Coordinator's 
Office  Is  pleased  to  submit  the  attached  consents  con- 
cerning the  Sohlo  Valdez  -  Midland.  Texas  crude  oil 
Tranaportatlon  System  Draft  Environmental-  Impact 
Statement. 


Sincerely, 


C   A   {Champion 


fc. 
State  Plpelln 

CAC/fbw 
attachment 


1.    The  draft  EIS  Indlcatea  that  Sohlo  Is  proposing  to  use  11 
tankers  to  transport  their  547.  of  1.6  million  bbl/d*y  throughput 
(BLM  statea  they  feel  14  tankera  will  be  required).   Alyeaka 
et  al  haa  previously  stated  that  future  throughput  on  the  Alyeaka 
line  will  reach  2  million  bbls/day.   If.  aa  atated,  11  tankers 
or  even  14  are  required  to  carry  547.  of  1.6  million  bbla/day 
then  obvlouely  additional  tankera  or  replacement  of  amaller 
120.000  DWT  or  80.000  DVT  tankers  with  more  165.000  DVT  tankers 
would  be  required  to  carry  547.  of  2  million  bbla/day.   Short  of 
shipping  the  additional  crude  to  Japan,  what  planning  or  arrange- 
ments to  handle  the  additional  tankage  at  Los  Angeles  have  been 
made  by  Sohio?   Another  Implication,  particularly  in  light  of 
tanker  economics,  is  the  question  of  whether  or  not  165,000  DVT 
tankera  are  the  largest  that  will  be  considered  for  thla  route? 

2  We  fall  to  note,  in  the  portions  of  the  draft  EIS  reviewed. 
where  any  reference  to  slope  or  balast  treatment  facilities 
have  been  discussed  either  positively  or  negatively. 

3  We  fail  to  note  any  reference  to  vapor  recovery  aystems 

for  the  terminal  facility  storage  system.  Considerable  discussion 
Is  raised  with  respect  to  the  Los  Angeles  basin  and  current  air 
quality  regimes 

4.    Some  confusion  is  created  in  the  dlacusaions  concerning 
existing  and  proposed  harbor  water  depths  versus  figures  given 
for  vessel  draft  reaulrements    Page  1-29  statea  that  present 
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water  depth  in  the  proposed  area  is  42  feet,  and  further  that  thla 
Is  adequate  for  165,000  DWT  tankers.   Information  from  Page  A- 56 
indicates  that  the  vessel  draft  for  a  120,000  DWT  (ecological 
tanker)  is  54  feet,  and  the  draft  aa  listed  on  page  A-57  for  a 
165.000  DWT  tanker  is  55  feet  4  inches 

5  With  reference  to  page  1-18  fig.  1.1.1.2-2  Long  Beach  port 
facilities.   the  question  is  raised  concerning  adequate  additional 
apace  In  the  proposed  tanker  berthing  area  for  future  expansion. 

6  Required  construction  material  quanitles.  specifically  rock 
fill,  appears  inconsistent   Page  1-26  shows  a  total  of  1,450,000 
tons  of  quarry  snd  armor  rock  aa  opposed  to  the  atatement  on 
page  1-29  which  states  that  2.6  million  tons  of  rock  will  be 
required 

7.  We  find  no  reference  to  specific  dockslde  fittings  auch  as 
dry-break  or  so  called  no-drlp  types.   These  or  equivalent  are 
required  under  the  1972  Federal  Water  Quality  Act  Annendments 
more  popularly  known  as  SPCC  plans 

8.  There  doea  not  appear  to  be  any  reference  to  oil  spill 
containment  or  cleanup  capability  or  even  any  discussion  of  the 
water.   This  subject  is  pertinent  from  Hinchlnbrook  entrance  all 
the  way  to  Los  Angeles.   Recent  experience  with  the  tanker 
"Argo  Merchant"  demonstrates  that  crude  or  heavy  oils  do  not 
disperse  rapidly  and  completely  but  rather  are  aubject  to  aurface 
currents  for  some  time   Using  information  supplied  from 

Fig.  2.1.5.1-2  General  Circulation-North  Pacific  Ocean,  it  is 
shown  that  the  Alaskan  Cyral  would  play  a  significant  role  In 
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the  fate  of  a  major  spill  in  the  North  Pacific   Tar  balls  and 
heavy  ends  (phenols)  could  end  up  In  the  western  Culf  of  Alaska 
area  with  a  potential  effect  on  the  benthlc  populations  such 
as  crab  and  shrimp.   Tar  balls  are  currently  being  picked  up 
by  Kodiak  shrimp  trawlers,  probably  originating  In  Cook  Inlet. 
9    Land  Leg   We  question  the  two  pipelines  under  consideration. 
One  of  the  current  lines  is  a  30"  line  and  the  other  a  42"  line. 
■All  discussion  of  throughput  volumes  lndlcstes  500  mbbls/day  Is 
all  that  will  be  considered   Assuming  that  the  42"  line  will  be 
available  In  the  early  1980's  it  will  have  a  capacity  for 
throughput  of  1   mmbbls/day  with  existing  pump  stations  plus 
adding  additional  pump  stations   Therefore.  If  Sohlo's  needs 
exceed  the  capacity  for  the  30"  line  at  a  later  date  (when  the 
42"  line  Is  available)  the  30"  line  could  be  converted  back  to 
a  gas  line.   Why  is  the  30"  line  being  considered  at  all? 

10.  Docking  tugs  for  uae  at  the  Long  Beach  terminal  have  not 
been  discussed.   Will  they  be  required? 

11.  More  discussion  is  required  with  regard  to  hydrocarbon 
v«P°r  control  systems  both  dockslde  and  on-board  the  tankers 
In  the  Los  Angeles  sir  basin  area. 

12.  Discussion  of  the  physical  condition  of  the  existing  30" 
and  42"  llnea  appears  weak.   Prior  to  commencement  of  the  project 
It  should  be  physically  determined  that  both  lines  are  In  good 
condition  and  capable  of  lasting  the  anticipated  life  of  the 
project  without  having  to  undertake  substantial  repair  and  or 
replacement    It  ahould  be  born  in  mind  that  gas  line  leaks  are 
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12  I  confllderably  different  In  their  environmental  affec 
loll  line  leak. 

construction  design  should  be  prepared  and  submitted 
and  approval  during  the  overall  design  review. 
The  construction  zone  width  as  presented  on  page  1-49  of 
the  draft  EIS  Indicates  a  distance  of  33  feet  from  the  centerllne 
of  the  pipe  to  the  edge  of  the  working  width  on  the  spoil  side. 
Except  for  some  specific  soil  types,  a  distance  of  40  feet  may 
be  more  reasonable.   (the  project  proposal  Indicates  the  use  of 
trenching  machines:  soils  which  are  machine  trenchable  would  have 
considerable  swell  and  shallow  angle  of  repose.) 
15.   Page  1-51  of  the  proposal  states  that  pipe  stringing  trucks 
would  be  transporting  sections  of  pipe  40  to  80  feet  long.   Pipe 
trucks  transporting  80  foot  sections  of  pipe  could  not  turn 
around  within  the  proposed  100  feet  working  width,  without 
turnouts.   The  need  for  turnouts  should  be  considered  In  the 
proposal 

The  welding  procedures  proposed  on  page  1-52  of  the  draft 
EIS  should  be  reviewed  to  determine  If  the  pipe  should  be  placed 
on  skids  after  having  only  a  stringer  pass.   Subsequent  passes 
ould  require  that  the  pipe  be  lifted,  otherwise  welding  would 
ave  to  be  done  on  cribbing  in  the  ditch   The  stringer  bead  pass 
ay  not  be  strong  enough  to  allow  the  pipe  to  be  lifted  without 
ausing  damage  to  the  weld.   Further,  welding  passes  with  the 
pipe  on  cribs  in  the  ditch  would  be  difficult  and  awkward  causing 
potential  problems  with  good  welding. 
17  I  l?   Page  1-64  of  the  draft  EIS  references  the  Colorado  River 
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crossing.   Figures  for  this  crossing  Indicate  a  30  foot  width  by 
14  feet  deep  ditch  cut  Into  the  river  bottom.   If  the  river 
bottom  in  this  location  is  rock  it  would  be  feasible  to  blast  a 
ditch  of  these  dimensions.   However,  if  the  river  bottom  material 
consists  of  silt,  sand,  or  gravel,  the  ditch  top  width  will  be 
much  wider  than  30  feet.   For  example,  if  a  6  foot  bottom  ditch 
width  is  assumed  and  1:1  aide  slope  la  used,  the  top  of  the  ditch 
is  34  feet  wide   Assuming  a  2:1  ratio  would  give  a  top  ditch 
width  of  62  feet.   Experience  on  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  shows 
that  the  Chena  River  crossing  required  approximately  2.5:1  side 
slopes  and  the  Salcha  and  Chatanlka  River  crossings  had  aide 
slopes  of  2:1. 

18.  Page  1-75  of  the  draft  EIS  etatee.  "the  condition  and 
quality  of  the  external  coating  on  the  existing  pipeline  would 
be  ascertained  and  repaired  as  required".  The  proposal  ahould 
be  more  diflnitlve  as  to  how  the  condition  of  the  coating  will 
be  evaluated.  Also,  the  frequency  of  spot  checks  and  the  total 
amount  of  existing  line  that  will  be  analyzed. 

19.  Page  110  «f  the  draft  EIS  states  that  3  possibilities  exist 
for  hydrostatic  teating.  Only  posslbllty  #1,  testing  the  entire 
line,  both  new  and  old,  should  be  considered. 

20.  One  hundred  feet  of  R/W  may  not  be  sufficient  for  Initial 
pipeline  construction  In  some  areas 

21.  A  leak  dectlon  system  should  be  Included  In  original  plana 
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22   There  should  be  a  discussion  of  marketable  value  of  materials 
removed  In  R/W  clearing,  i.e.  timber 

23.  Suggest  that  welding  atandards  on  page  1-52  be  modified  to 
Alaskan  standards.  (TAPS) 

24.  Question  whether  a  burial  depth  providing  for  only  3  feet 
of  overfill  Is  adequate. 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


Future   expansion  by   SOHIO   is   beyond 
the    scope   of   this   ES.      The   proposed 

Eroject    calls    for   transporting   700,000 
arrels   of  crude   oil   per   day. 

Comment   #2 

The    treatment    facilities   at   Valdez   are 
now  discussed    in    Section    1.1.1.1,    un- 
der  Sea   Leg,    and  mitigating  measures 
regarding" Ballasting  Have   been   added 
to    Section  4.2.2   of   the   FES. 

Comment   #3 

Vapor  recovery  is   a  valid   alternative 
to   the   committed  measures   of  restrict- 
ing  the    terminal   to    inerted   tankers 
having    fully  segregated  ballast    (see 
Section  4.2.2).      Because    these  meas- 
ures  are   committed,   vapor   recovery  as 
an   alternative    is   omitted. 

Comment   #4 

Water   depth    figures   have   been  made 
consistent    throughout    the   FES. 
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Comment  #5 

See  response  to  Comment  1  above. 

Comment  #6 

This  has  been  corrected  in  Section 
1,2.2.1,  under  Dredging. 

Comment  #7 

This  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Port 
of  Long  Beach  and  is  not  part  of  the 
SOHIO  Project. 

Comment  #8 

There  is  no  oil  spill  contingency  plan 
being  prepared  for  the  Sea  Leg  route 
at  this  time. 


Comment  #9 
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Comment  #10 

A  discussion  of  tugboats  has  been  add- 
ed to  Section  1.1.1.1,  under  Sea  Leg, 
of  the  FES. 

Comment  #11 

See  response  to  Comment  3  above.   Ap- 
pendix Al .  1 . 1 . 1  describes  tanker  inert 
gas  systems.   Tanker  systems  having 
equivalent  effectiveness  are  allowed 
by  the  mitigating  measure  (Section 
4.2.2).   Catalytic  oxidation  and  simi- 
lar approaches  are  not  discussed  as 
none  has  yet  been  proposed. 

Comment  #12 

The  physical  condition  of  the  existing 
pipelines  is  described  in  Appendix 
A1.0:#  Sections  1C.3.22,  Existing 
Pipeline  Characteristics;  1.0, 
General;  7.0,  Pipe  Wall  Thickness;  and 
8.0,  Pipeline  Stresses. 

Comment  #13 

Such  analysis  and  review  is  expected 
to  occur. 


Comment  #14 

This  width  was  proposed  by  the  appli- 
cant.  It  was  considered  adequate  for 
most  areas.   Where  terrain  or  soil 
conditions  required  it,  the  width 
would  need  to  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

Comment  #15 

Section  1 . 2 . 3 . 2 ,  under  Hauling  and 
Stringing  Line  Pipe ,  has  been  revised 
to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #16 

No  further  information  was  available 
on  this  subject,  and  no  text  changes 
were  made. 


Comment  #17 

This  has  been  corrected  in  the  text  in 
Section  1.2,3.2,  under  Pipeline-System 
Construction,  Section  by  Section. 

Comment  #18 

The  testing  of  the  pipe  coating  is 
outlined  in  Section  1.2.3.2,  under 
Protective  Coating, 


Comment  #19 

A  revised  hydrostatic  test  plan  is  de- 
scribed in  Section  1.2.3.2,  under 
Actions  Following  Construction,  and  in 
Appendix  1.2.3.2.   All  new  pipeline 
and  major  segments  of  old  line  would 
be  tested.   A  waiver  would  be  request- 
ed on  those  portions  of  the  existing 
line  that  have  been  tested  recently. 

Comment  #20 

See  response  to  Comment  14  above. 

Comment  #21 

A  mitigating  measure  has  been  revised 
in  Section  4.1.3  to  require  the  best 
available  leak  detection  system. 

Comment  #22 

No   commercially  valuable   timber   will 
be   encountered    along    the   pipeline 
route.       The   value    of   rangeland   vegeta- 
tion  to   be  removed   by  the   proposed   new 
construction  has  been  estimated   in   an- 
imal   unit   months    (AUM) . 
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Comment   #23 

Any  standards  above  and  beyond  those 
required  by  ICC  regulations  were  not 
considered . 

Comment   #24 

The   pipe   will   be  buried  with  a  minimum 
of   3    feet   of  coverage;    however,    it  may 
vary  and   be  buried  deeper   than   that 
depending   upon  conditions   as  construc- 
tion proceeds. 
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office  or  tub  w>ve**or 


February  10,  1977 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Manageme 

SOHIO  EIS  Project 

P.  O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  Californi 


90720 


Subject:   SOHIO  Crude  Oil 

Transportation  System 
DEIS 
State  I.D.  No.  76122901 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

Attached  for  your  review  are  the  State  of  Alaska's  comments 
on  the  subject  proposal.  Specific  comments  previously  for- 
warded to  you  by  the  Office  of  the  Pipeline  Coordinator  may 
be  considered  as  part  of  our  official  statement. 

We  feel  strongly  that  the  issues  raised  in  our  review  must 
be  considered  in  the  final  statement  and  anticipate  your 
concurrence  with  this  view. 


(Af 


The  State  of  Alaska's  Comments 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 

Proposed  by  Sohio  Transportation  Company) 


The  State  of  Alaska  shares  an  interest  in  similar  to  Sohio's 
in  seeing  that  Alaska  North  Slope  crude  oil  reaches  the  U.S. 
market  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner  possible  in  order 
to  best  protect  the  income  to  Alaskan  residents.   Equal  to 
this  economic  interest,  however,  is  the  State's  commitment 
to  protect  its  marine  and  coastal  environment.   To  assure 
that  the  proper  balance  of  economic  and  environmental  concer 
are  considered,  the  State  has  taken  the  ongoing  view  that 
all  energy-related  and  other  development  projects  must  be 
thoroughly  analyzed  for  all  impacts.   It  is  this  kind  of 
full  analysis  that  is  lacking  in  the  DEIS.   The  DEIS  fails 
•to  adequately  outline  the  full  range  of  marketing  alternativ 
and  environmental  protection  options  for  the  sea  leg  of  the 
proposal. 


The  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  (Sohio)  has  proposed  movemen 
of  North  Slope  crude  oil  by  tanker  and  pipeline  to  the 
markets  of  the  Midwest.   Sohio  will  employ  the  use  of  11  to 
14  tankships  in  the  87,000  to  165,000  deadweight  ton  (DWT) 
class  in  the  movement  of  the  oil  from  the  Port  of  Valdez. 

According  to  the  company,  seven  of  the  ships  are  to  be 
fitted  with  double  bottoms  as  an  unrequired,  added  safety 
measure;  and  four  ships  in  the  165,000  DWT  class  being  built 
at  the  Avondale  Shipyards,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  will  be 
built  with  segregated  ballast  eystemB  to  lessen  oil  outflows 
due  to  groundings  or  other  maritime  accidents.   All  the 
ships  will  be  fitted  with  LORAN  C  navigational  equipment  and 
collision  avoidance  radar.   The  U.S.  flagships  will  carry 
the  Sohio  and  British  Petroleum  Company  share  of  crudt  oil 
from  the  trans-Alaska  pipeline  project,  approximately 
600,000  barrels  per  day.   To  deliver  this  oil  south,  Sohio — 
and  other  oil  company  carrier — will  move  through  sensitive 
fishery  and  recreation  zones  in  Prince  William  Sound. 
Included  in  the  marine  resources  within  the  sound  and  Gulf 
of  Alaska  are  king,  tanner  and  dunganess  crab,  pink  and  red 
salmon,  herring,  eight  species  of  endangered  whales,  and 
seven  species  of  endangered  birds. 


The  DEIS  indicates  that  the  Sohio  project  i 
most  environmentally  sound  and  economic  of 
proposals  for  North  Slope  crude  delivery. 


considered  the 
everal  alternative 

n  addition,  the 


DEIS  states  that  tanker  risks  could  be  expected  to  increase 
if  greater  numbers  of  ships  must  be  employed  to  land  the  oil 
in  smaller  West  Coast  ports  or  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  via  the 
Panama  Canal  route.   A  tanker  route  around  Cape  Horn  is 
viewed  as  cost-ineffective  and  more  navigationally  hazardous. 

DEFICIENCIES  IN  THE  DEIS 
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On  pages  8-1,  8-12,  and  8-13,  the  DEIS  addresses  cursorily 
two  additional  alternatives  to  deal  with  an  anticipated  West 
Coast  crude  surplus  of  600,000  barrels  per  day  if  no  action 
or  delayed  action  is  taken  on  the  Sohio  proposal.   One 
alternative,  it  says,  is  to  delay  or  curtail  full  production 
of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oilfield  in  order  to  produce  a  supply 
that  does  not  exceed  West  Coast  demand.   The  other  is  to 
transship  the  oil  to  a  foreign  nation--such  as  Japan  or 
Canada — in  exchange  for  foreign  crude  oil  landed  on  the  East 
Coast.   The  DEIS  says  that  neither  alternative  is  considered 
"likely  or  realistic".   Both,  however,  have  a  potential 
impact  on  state  of  Alaska  revenues  from  North  Slope  production. 

The  Department  believes  it  is  the  clear  responsibility  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  in  addressing  the  Sohio 
proposal,  to  analyze  each  of  these  alternatives  for  their 
economic  impact  and  implications  for  environmental  concerns 
in  U.S.  waters. 


Without  addressing  the  export  alternative  or 
of  curtailing  development,  it  is  not  possibl 
full  benefits  of  and  disadvantages  to  the  sp 
at  hand.  It  is  axiomatic  that  a  "shut-in"  a 
result  in  reduced  revenues  to  the  State  of  A 
of  the  eight  major  oil  companies  in  the  Alye 
Service  Company  consortium;  and  a  "lost"  oil 
continental  U.S.  Further  the  shut-in  altera 
speak  to  the  inability  of  West  Coast  refiner 
significant  volumes  of  crude  oil  with  the 
found  in  Prudhoe  Bay  crude.  Also,  according 
estimates  in  the  DEIS,  the  Sohio  project  wil 
years  of  construction  activity.  Were  constr 
today,  the  company  would  be  unable  to  comple 
until  a  year  after  oil  is  produced  at  the  1. 
rate.  With  a  West  Coast  surplus  predicted 
barrels  per  day  in  1978,  the  nation  will  rei 
an  interim  decision  on  how  the  oil  is  to  be  I 
Sohio  proposal  presents  an  early  opportunity 
wider  question;  by  congressional  intent  and 
application  an  environmental  impact  statemen 
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used  to  view  a  significant,  •pacific  proposal  in  the 
arena,  taking  into  consideration  all  alternatives.  S 
that  a  "shut-in"  or  foreign  exchange  are  "not  likely 
realistic"  is  not  adequate  reason  for  falling  to  addr 
those  alternatives. 


c|Asb 


The  DEIS  fails  to  address  the  Pull  Range  of  Methods  to 
ure  the  Safe  Operation  of  Tank  Vessels. 

The  State  of  Alaska's  position  on  Increased  tanker  safety 
standards  has  been  well  articulated  and  is  predicated  on  the 
conviction  that  marine  resources  should  not  be  jeopardized 
by  the  employment  of  vessels  that  do  not  carry  all  possible 
safety  features.   The  possibility  of  even  an  interim  export 
of  Alaskan  oil  increases  the  chance  that  even  existing  U.S. 
tanker  safety  standards  will  not  apply.   The  standards 
presently  apply  only  to  U.S.  -  constucted  ships,  manned  by 
domestic  crews  sailing  between  U.S.  ports.   The  performance 
of  tankers  fitted  with  inadequate  safety  features  has  been 
graphically  illustrated  by  nine  groundings  and  accidents 
near  U.S.  shores  since  December.   These  accidents  are  unique 
only  in  the  attention  they  have  received.   The  State  of 
Alaska  believes  it  to  be  the  obligation  of  all  levels  of 
government  to  assure,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  that 
such  accidents  do  not  jeopardize  one  resource  for  the  sake 
of  another. 

The  DEIS  makes  numerous  references  in  Chapter  5  on  the 
likelihood  of  a  spill  occuring  and'cites  specific  areas — 
Prince  William  Sound,  the  Copper  River  Basin,  Port  Valdez 
and  Blying  Sound--in  which  a  spill  would  result  in  major 
environmental  damage.   Throughout  the  discussion  in  Chapter 
S,  the  DEIS  characterizes  oil  spills  as  an  adverse  impact  of 
the  project  that  cannot  be  avoided.   Later,  in  Chapter  7, 
the  DEIS  states  that  certain  animal  and  plant  species  will 
be  "irreversibly  lost  for  the  life  (25-30  year's)  of  the 
project  if  they  are  eliminated  or  reduced  by  chronic  or 
accidental  oil  spills  or  other  pollution."   Specifically, 
the  statement  refers  to  crab  species,  salmon,  and  herring- 
eggs-on  kelp  fisheries  in  the  Prince  Willim  Sound-Port 
Valdez  leg  of  the  ocean  vessel  route.   The  discussion  of 
spill  unavoidability  in  Chapter  5  underscores  the  serious 
implications  of  the  effects  discussed  in  Chapter  7.   But  in 
spite  of  the  consequences,  the  DEIS  fails  to  discuss  (in 
Chapter  4)  mitigating  environmental  damage  with  the  employment 
of  improved  tanker  safety  standards. 


The 

vessels 

to  be  u 

sed  by 

Sohio  are 

being 

built 

with  safety 

features  far 

superi 

or  to  I 

ihose 

that 

now  ex 

ist  on 

most  vesse. 

fiv« 

•  years  o 

r  older 

But 

the  i 

'esse: 

la  Sohi< 

3  will 

employ  in 

the 

Alaska  t 

rade  st 

ill  do 

not  all  mi 

set  the 

highe 

st  standard; 

currently  required  in  the  U.S.,  even  though  Congress'  author- 
ization of  the  trans-Alaska  Pipeline  Act  was  the  major 
impetus  for  Implementing  tanker  safety  standards.   A  good 
example  of  this  concerns  the  Sohio  contract  awarded  the 
Avondale  Shipyards  for  construction  of  six  16$, 000  DWT 
vessels  on  December  30,  1974.   This  was  one  day  before  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  implemented  requirements  for  segregated 
ballast  systems  on  all  newly  constructed  tank  vessels.   On 
January  8,  1976,  the  Coast  Guard  implemented  further  segre- 
gated ballast  regulations  that  required  additional  decompart- 
mentalizatlon  in  tanks  carrying  oil.   The  further  regulations 
were  implemented  as  an  added  safeguard  to  reduce  the  possi- 
bility of  large  oil  outflows  in  the  event  the  hull  of  a 
vessel  is  pierced.   The  Sohio  vessels  are  not  required  to  be 
built  to  this  standard,  however,  because  the  further  standards 
exempt  those  vessels  "constructed  under  a  contract  awarded  be- 
fore January  B,  1976"  (Chapter  I,  Title  33,  CFR  157.06). 
Other  companies  using  tankers  that  were  under  construction  prio 
to  December  31,  1974,  and  delivered  prior  to  December,  1977, 
will  not  even  be  required  to  employ  tankers  with  segregated 
ballast  systems. 

It  is  recognized  that  implementation  and  enforcement  of 
tanker  standards  is  not  within  the  purview  of'the  BLH,  but 
within  its  purview  to  require  an  analysis  of  the 


alternative  measures  available  for  avoiding 

IObviously  one  alternative  is  to  require  the 
art"  tanker  safety  features  and  a  discussion 
would  do  to  lessen  the  risk  of  oil  spills. 
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The  intent  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  review 
process  is  to  provide  the  full  range  of  alternatives,  effects 
and  options  for  a  given  action  that  will  significantly 
affect  the  human  environment.   Without  this  full  exploration 
of  alternatives  and  protective  measures,  an  environmental 
impact  statement  is  not  a  fully  useful  tool  for  making 
decisions,  nor  is  it  an  accurate  portrayal  of  the  anticipated 
result  of  those  decisions.   Because  of  this  need,  the  State 
of  Alaska  strongly  recommends  that  the  final  environmental 
impact  statement  for  the  Sohio  project  include: 

1.  An  analysis  of  the  impacts  and  implications  result- 
ling  from  a  partial  shut-in  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oilfield  until 
la  distribution  system  is  in  place  on  the  West  Coast. 

2.  An  analysis  of  the  impacts  and  implications  result- 
I  ing  from  an  export  of  Alaska  oil  in  an  exchange  program  with 
| a  foreign  nation. 
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Comment   #1 

Chapter   8   has   been  revised   to    include 
a   limited    discussion   of   the   economic 
impact    on    the    state   of   Alaska   of  de- 
laying  or   curtailing    Prudhoe    Bay   pro- 
duction.      Shipment    of   Prudhoe    Bay 
crude   oil    to   a    foreign  nation   in  ex- 
change   for    foreign   crude   off-loaded    on 
the    East    Coast    is    also    given   limited 
discussion.      As   presented   in   Chapter   8 
of   the   FES,    there   are    several   alterna- 
tives   for    shipping   Prudhoe   Bay   crude 
oil    that   is   surplus   to   West   Coast 
needs   to   eastern   U.S.    markets   which 
are  not   dependent   on  construction  of  a 
pipeline    distribution    system.      Thus, 
the   all-water   route   alternatives   are 
included    under    the    No   Action   and   De- — 
layed   Action   alternatives.      No-action 
or  delayed    action  on   the   SOHIO  pro- 
posed   Long   Beach   terminal   and   pipeline 
to   Midland,    Texas,    does    not   require    a 
delay  or   curtailment   of   Prudhoe   Bay 
production   or    sale    to   or   exchange   with 
a    foreign  nation. 
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MAQICOPA«A&SOCIATION«OF«GOVERNMENT<S 

1820  TOT  WASHINGTON    PHOENIX.  ADIZONA  S^OOT    (602)294-6308 

December  8,  1976 

Mr.  Ken  Fooks.  Hohokam 

Mr.  Ernie  Jahoke.  Maricopa  County 

Mr.  David  French,  MAGTP0 

FROM:        Clearinghouse  Staff  Contact:   Ken  Driggs 

SUBJECT:      Project  Notification  and  Review 

Applicant:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  California  State  Office 

Project  Title:  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:   Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland, 

Texas 
State  Application  Identifier:  76-80-0071 

MAC  Log  Number:   1215 

A  copy  of  an  A-95  application  form  AZ-189  along  with  supporting  project  documen- 

0MB  Circular  A-95.  Please  review  the  proposal  as  it  affects  the  plans  and  programs 
of  your  agency  and  register  your  response  below.  Please  return  ONLY  THIS  completed 
form  within  fifteen  (15)  days  of  your  receipt  of  this  request".  ■  ■— 


{^J  No  comment  on  the  above  project. 

\*\)  Proposal  is  supported  as  written. 

Q  Project  is  unfavorable.   (Season  s 

(J  Comments  are  attached. 


Please  contact  the  Applicant  and  advise  the  Clearinghouse  should  you  desire  a  con- 
ference with  the  Applicant,  further  information,  or  need  additional  time  for  review. 


"Or.  James  Schoenwetter 
Center  for  Environmental  Studi' 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Arizona  State  University 
Tempe,  AZ       85281 
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To  Mhos  It  Bay  concern: 

I  hive  reviewed  the  draft  EIS  for  a  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Valdet,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas  (as  proposed  by  SOHIO  Transportation 
Coup any) .   The  document  appears  to  adequately  address  the  problems 
of  potential  impacts  on  cultural  resources  (both  prehistoric  and 
historic)  in  Arizona.   If  carried  out  adequately,  the  procedures  presented 
would  probably  fulfill  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  applicable  state 
and  federal  legislation.   Although  these  comments  are  not  meant  to  be 
an  endorsement  of  the  project,  it  appears  that  the  responsible  agencies 
and  companies  will  adequately  address  the  problems  of  sound  cultural 
resource  management. 
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Dr.  Suzanne  Dandoy,  Director 
Department  of  Health  Services 
1740  Vtest  Mams  Street 
Phoerojc,  Arizona     85007 
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have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  Draft  EIS  for  the  proposed  Crude  Oil  Transportation  Syste 
:.   Alaska  to  Midland.  Texas.     We  consider  this  to  be  a  well  done,  comprehensive  study  of  the  pro- 
project  of  transporting  the  crude  oil  from  the  off  loading  point  at  Long  Beach  California,  across 
,a  and  New  Mexico  to  the  refineries  in  Texa6.   We  note  provisions  are  made  to  require  necessary 
ent  and  construction  permits  where  the  project  will  encroach  upon  or  cross  Interstate  and  State 
iy  right  of  way  in  Arizona,  and  understand  this  process  i6  already  underway- 

The  project  should  pose  no  adverse  Impact  upon  Arizona  Department  of  Transportation  Interests 
i  have  no  projects  scheduled  In  the  current  Five-Year  Construction  Program  which  would  adversel> 


t  the  oil  line.     The  provisions  to  minimize  visual  import  of  pumping  substatior: 
nerit. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  proposal. 
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Project  Mtupr,    BLM 


D«c*mb«r  31,    1976 


D«.mb.r  31,    1976 


W*  appreciate  the  opportunity  to   review  and  < 
Pteaae  contact  us  If  further  comminti  are  desired. 


Project  Manager 

U.  S.    bureau  oi  Land  Mnnagemexv 

Baa  660 

Loe  AUmltoi,    CaLi/ornla    90720 


Sincerely, 

Robert  A.   Jenlsea,    Director 


Dear  Sin 

Artzona  Game  and  r  t ■  h  Department  biologlate  nave  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  pertaining  to  the  Crude  OU  Trans 
portatloo  Systemi    Valdea,   Alaska,    to  Midland,    Texas,    (as    proposed   by 
Sohlo  rraasportatlon  Company).     Our  Department  lor no  major  prob- 
lems oc  the  whole  with  thle  proposal. 

Earlier,   we  had  concerns  Involving  the  pipeline  crossing  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  new  pipeline  construction  In  western  Arlsona  south- 
east of  Ehrenberg.     However,    we  worked  out  satisfactory  adjustments 
with  your  personnel. 

The  pipeline  would  have  originally  ccoased  an  Important  backwaters 
on  the  Colorado  River.  This  would  not  be  the  case  under  the  present  pro- 
posal. Additionally,  we  requested  that  the  new  pipeline  construction  work 
southeast  oi  Ehrenberg  be  done  In  the  winter  months  to  avoid  an  adverse 
Impact  on  desert  bighorn  sheep  In  the  project  area.  We  feel  we  have  come 
to  an  agreement  on  this  problem. 


By:       Bruce  R.    Duke 

Project    Evaluation  Specialist 


BRD/ljt 
y/cc:    Mrs.    Jo  Youngblood,    Arizona  State  Clearinghouse,    Phoenix,    Arizona 


There  are  a  couple  oi  minor  errors  In  the  DES  we  would  like  to 
brln(  *°  your  attention.      On  page  663  of  Chapter  2,    Volume  II,    Involving 
mountain  ranges  where  desert  bighorn  sheep  are  located  In  Came  Manage- 
ment Unit  41,    "Eagle  Trail"  should  read  "Eagle  Tail"  and  "Tarik"  should 
be  "Tank.  "    Additionally,    we  would  Like  to  update  your  scientific  names  of 
the  mule  deer  and  white  tail  deer  on  page  676.     Your  DES  states  their  name 
*•  D*rna  Virginian  us.      This  Is  not  completely  true.      The  Vertebrates  oi 
Ariaona  by  Charles  H.    Lowe  (The  University  of  A rlzona  Press.    Tucson, 
1964)  gives  the  Latest  genus  and  proper  species  on  page  259.      The  mule 
deer  Is  Odocoilaua  hemlonue  and  the  white-tailed  deer  is  Odocolleus 

>rrect  only 


Virginian 


Da  ma  virgin!  anus   or   Odocolleus  virgin  Ian 


ior  the  white-tailed  deer. 


OFFICI 

OF  TMI 

OOVfF.NO  a. 

HAUL  M.  CASTftO 


Office  of 
ECONOMIC  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

1700  W«t  Washington    •    Executive  Tower    •  Room  505  •  Phoenix,  Anions  85007 


February   10,    1977 


Michael  A.  Ramnes,    Act.    C 
Arizona  State  Parka  Board 
1688  H.    Adara      Ftoom   109 
Phoenix,  Arizona     85007 
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Mr.  Charles  R.  Tullosa 

Project  Manager, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

California   State   Office 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,    California        <»5B2S 


•  Crude   Oil   Transportation   System: 
Valdea,    Alaska   to   Midland,    Texas 
(As   proposed   by   SOHin   Transportation   Company) 
Draft   EIS   S.A.I.    176-80-0071 
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Dwar:    Mr.    Tullosa, 

Bidooed  is  a  copy  of  a  response  concerning  the  above  project  which 
»3  received  by  us  after  cur  Signoff  to  you.  * 

Sincerely, 


Supervisor 
Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 
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f™«:      Hra .    Jo  Youngblood 


February  23.    1977 


Mr.    Char lea   R.    Tulloaa 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of   Land  MaoagesMtnt 

California  State  Office 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Secraaento,    California         95825 


**:     Crude  011  Transportation  Syateai 
Veldet,    Alaaka    to  Midland,    Texas 
(As  proposed  tty  SORTO  Transportation  Company) 
Draft   EIS     S.A.I.    #   76-40-0071 

Dear:  Mr.   Tulloss, 

Bttlo— 1  is  a  copy  of  a  response  concerning  the  above  project  itfilch 
Ms  received  by  us  after  cur  Signoff  to  you. 

Slnexrely, 


C-ffSp™j  j 
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Mrs.  Jo  Youngblood,   Supervisor 
Arizona  State  Clearirghouse 


RESPONSE 
Comment   #1 

In   Section  4.1.4   a  mitigating  measure 
is   committed   to  by  the   applicant   to 
prepare   an  oil   spill    contingency  plan 
for   the    pipeline   route.      This   plan"s 
availability   is   discussed   in   Chapter 
1,    Table   of   Contents. 
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Project  Manager 

U.  S.    Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  660 

Los  AUnuloj.    California     90720 

Dear  Sir: 

Arizona  Came  and  Fish  Department  biologists  have  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  pertaining  to  the  Csude  Oil  Trans- 
portation System:    Valdez,   Alaska,   to  Midland,    Texas,   (as   proposed   by 
Sohio  Transportation  Company).     Our  Department  foresees  no  major  prob- 
lems on  the  whole  with  this  proposal. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  DES. 
Please  contact  us  if  further  comments  are  desired. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  A.   Jantzen,    Director 

By:       Bruce  R.    Duke 

Project   Evaluation  Specialist 

BRD/ljt 

cc:    Mrs.    Jo  Youngblood,   Arizona  State  Clearinghouse.    Phoenix,   Arizona 


Earlier,  we  had  concert 
Colorado  River  and  new  pipelin 
east  of  Ehrenberg.  However,  < 
with  your  personnel. 


involving  the  pipeline  crossing  of  the 
instruction  in  western  Arizona  south* 
worked  out  satisfactory  adjustments 


The  pipeline  would  have  originally  crossed  an  important  backwaters 
on  the  Colorado  River.     This  would  not  be  the  case  under  the  present  pro- 
posal.    Additionally,   we  requested  that  the  new  pipeline  construction  work 
southeast  of  Ehrenberg  be  done  in  the  winter  months  to  avoid  an  adverse 
impact  on  desert  bighorn  sheep  in  the  project  area.     We  fe^i  we  have  come 
to  an  agreement  on  this  problem. 

There  are  a  couple  of  minor  errors  in  the  DES  we  would  like  to 
bring  to  your  attention.     On  page  663  of  Chapter  £,    Volume  11,   involving 
mountain  ranges  where  desert  bighorn  sheep  are  located  in  Game  Manage- 
ment Unit  41.   "Eagle  Trail"  should  read  "Eagle  Tail"  and  "Tarik"  should 
be  "Tank."    Additionally,    we  would  like  to  update  your  scientific  names  of 
the  mule  deer  and  whitetail  deer  on  page  676.     Your  DES  states  their  name 
is  Dama  virginianus.     This  is  not  completely  true.     The  Vertebrates  of 
Arizona  by  Charles  H.    Lowe  (The  University  of  Arizona  Press,   Tucson, 
1964)  gives  the  latest  genus  and  proper  species  on  page  259.     The  mule 
deer  is  Odocoilcus  hemionus  and  the  white-tailed  deer  is  Odocoileus 
virginianus.      Dama  virginianus  or  Odocoileus*virginianus  is  correct  only 


for  the  white-tailed  de 


RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 

Section   2.1,8  has   been  revised    to   re- 
flect   this    comment , 


^t;itf  iCauft  Dfunrhiirnt 


January  3,   1976 


Mr.   Charles  R.   Tulloss,   Project  Manage. 

U.    S.    Bureau  of   land  Management 

OS  PROJECT  OFFICE 

Box  600 

U>3  Alamitos,   California       90720 

Subject:     EIS,    Crude  OH  Transportation 
#  76-80-0071 

Dear  Mr.   Tulloss: 

The  draft  environmental  statement,   chapters  1  through  9  with  maps, 
"Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:   Valdez,    Alaska  to  Midland,    Texas", 
has  been  reviewed  by  the  staff  of  the  State  land  Department's  divisions 
of  natural  resources  and  planning. 

A  significant  percentage  of  the  lands  within  the  various  reaches 
of  the  route  and  the  route's  proposed  support  systems  is  comprised  of 
state  trust  lands.      ARS  37-108,    No.   19  and  ARS  37-^61  "Grants  of  Rights 
of  Way",   are  the  statutes  which  identify  the  legal  authority  of  the 
land  Department  in  relation  to  this  project. 

Your  chapters  on  mitigation   (entry,   rehabilitation  and  maintenance)  are 
generally  in  accord  with  the  stipulations  the  land  Department  includes 
in  its  contract  agreements  on  conduit  installation.     However,   this  Depart- 
ment would  request  on-site  representation  at  the  start  dates  for  the 
Ehrenberg  and  Pinal  Parkway-Redington  segments.     We  would  appreciate 
being  notified  when  these  sites  are  confirmed  to  begin  construction. 


Sincerely, 

Andrew  L,    Bettwy 
StateiaoU,  Commissioner 

Peggy  Spaw 

Administrative  Assistant 
ALB:  PS:  f  ra- 
ce:    Office  of  the  Governor 
Clearinghouse 
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December  27,  1976 


Mr.   Ed  Hastey 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Federal  Offioe  Building 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,  California         92825 

Dear  Mr.  Hastey: 

The  Arizona  Corporation  CorirrLission  has  carefully  reviewed 
the  Environmental  Statements  concerning  the  proposed  conversion 
of  El  Paso's  natural  gas  line  in  the  state  of  Arizona  to  a  crude 
oil  line  as  part  of  the  major  project  of  transporting  crude  oil 
from  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas  as  proposed  by  SCHIO 
Transportation  Company. 

This  Commission  highly  recommends  that  the  proposed  project 
be  completed  as  soon  as  possible. 

It  is  felt  that  there  is  minimal  envirormental  impact  in 
Arizona  as  the  major  portion  of  the  line  has  been  in  use  for 
years,  and  that  any  problems  ooncerning  the  small  amount  of  new 
line  and  new  pumping  facilities  needed  can  readily  be  taken  care 
of  in  the  interest  of  cooperation  with  other  states  to  bring  this 
major  source  of  Alaskan  crude  to  market  in  the  United  States. 
What  helps  the  United  States  also  benefits  Arizona. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  although  Arizona  may  not  receive  oil 
from  this  line  until  a  refinery  is  built  in  this  state,  various 
companies  are  reviewing  the  feasibility  of  constructing  a  refinery 
in  this  area. 


efinery  question,    there  are  some  benefits 


First  -  The  transfer  of  this  line  from  a  gas  transmission 
company  to  an  oil  transportation  company  will  reduce  the 
cost  of  service  to  those  states  being  served  by  El  Paso 
Natural  Gas  Company's  southern  division. 


Second  -  There  will  be  tax  advantages  as  the  new  company 
transmitting  the  oil  will  have  a  larger  property  value 
with  the  new  pumping  stations. 

Ttiird  -  There  will  be  more  employment,   first  due  bo  con- 
struction activity  and  later  to  maintain  the  facilities. 

Fourth  -  Refineries  in  California  and  Texas  will  have  more 
crude  available  to  produce  oil  products  and  gasoline, 
although  the  price  of  Alaskan  crude  will  be  high,  at 
least  the  products  will  be  available. 

In  closing,  we  again  wish  to  assure  you  that  the  Arizona 
Corporation  Commission  is  highly  in  favor  of  this  project  and  if 
there  should  be  any  problems  that  we  can  help  you  overcome,  please 
contact  us. 

We  would  also  like  to  comment  on  the  excellent  preparation  of 
the  environmental  impact  statements  prepared  by  SOHIO  and  your 
department.     The  statements  are  very  thorough  and  comprehensive, 
providing  a  very  good  picture  of  the  whole  project  as  well  as  the 
Arizona  portion. 

Sincerely, 

ARIZONA  CORPORATION  COMMISSION 


Ernest  Garfield,  Chairman 
Bud  Tims,  Commissioner 


JJL 


7. 


,   Commissioner 


l  Weeks, 
'cc:  Charles  R.  Tulloss,  Project  Manager 

Robert  Kircher,  Director,  Utilities  Division 


ARIZONA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


HIGHWAYS    DIVISION 

208  Souffi  S^OTIMflTti  Av.RU.       FhOOTin    Aim 

Roadside  Development  Servic* 
January  Ik,    1977 


Mr.  Andrew  Wenchel 

Landscape  Architect 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos.  CA  90720 

Pea 

r  Mr.  Wenchel: 

the 

Caro 

i  Beard  of 

our  office  h 
te  and  power  1 

viewed  your  proposed  treatments  for 
xtension  near  the  Ehrenberg  Rest  Area. 

We  wholeheartedly  Support  your  proposed  relocation  of  the  Ehrenberg 
pump  station  to  minimize  the  Impact  on  our  Ehrenberg  Rest  Area,  which  was 
considered  the  third  best  rest  area  in  the  nation  in  197$,  in  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  Roadside  Beaut i f icat ion  Competition.  The  rest  area 
was  designed  and  constructed  to  minimize  impact  on  the  scenic  desert 
surroundings  to  give  the  traveling  public  an  opportunity  to  rest  and  relax 
In  an  area  uncluttered  by  Industrial  or  other  man-made  features. 

The  Department  of  Transportation  has  Invested  approximately  $900,000 
in  this  rest  area  and  would  appreciate  all  efforts  possible  to  protect  the 
integri  ty  of  this  s I te. 


In  locating  rest  area  s 
a  natural  scenic  appearance 
site  was  surrounded  by  goveri 
be  no  need  for  further  easemi 
adjacent  land. 


we  try  to  select  areas  that  will  pre 
ie  traveling  public.   Since  this  parti' 

owned  land,  we  assumed  that  there  wc 
to  protect  the  scenic  quality  of  the 


We  wilt  support  your  efforts  tominimiz 
els  pertaining  to  the  Ehrenberg  pump  stat 


the  visual  Impact  and  i 
in.   Thank  you  for  your 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  U.S.  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  DRAFT  EIS 

CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  :  VALDEZ,  ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND  THAS 

(AS  PROPOSEO  BY  SOHIO  TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY)  1/ 

I  am  here  representing  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  wish  to 
provide  the  Department's  position  on  the  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Valdez  to  Midland  Texas  (as  proposed  by  the  SOHIO  Transportation  Company). 
1  also  wish  to  offer  some  general  comments  on  the  EIS.  It  has  been  our 
pleasure  to  act  In  review  capacity  for  this  major  planning  and  assessment 
effort  undertaken  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

We  believe  that  the  construction  of  a  southern  port-of-entry  and  oil 
pipeline  will  be  a  major  undertaking  that  can  have  significant  environmental 
consequences.  However,  It  is  the  Department's  position  regarding  the  SOHIO 
project  that  If  a  California  site  Is  chosen  for  the  southern  oil  terminal, 
we  concur  with  the  proposal  to  locate  the  terminal  in  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 
We  believe  that  of  all  the  alternative  sites  along  the  coast  that  were 
considered,  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach  harbor  complex  1s  the  best  place  to 
locate  a  marine  oil  terminal.  We  believe  this  for  several  reasons: 

1.  Adverse  oil  related  Impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  harbor 
area  would  be  much  less,  1n  our  opinion,  than  similar  Impacts  at 
Alternative  California  sites. 

2.  The  harbor  complex  is  already  extensively  developed. 

3.  Major  petroleum  facilities  already  exist  and  routine  operations  now 
cause  minimal  damage. 

4.  Any  oil  spills  that  may  occur  during  off-loading  can  be  quickly  abated 
because  the  harbor  1s  enclosed  by  a  breakwater.   In  a  sheltered  harbor 
such  as  Long  Beach  harbor,  opportunities  for  containment  are  enhanced. 
Our  experiences  with  oil  spills  1n  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach  harbor 
have  shown  environmental  damage  to  be  minimal.  Spills  within  the 

V  Presented  by  Larry  Espinosa  January  S,  1977  at  Los  Angeles, California. 


harbor  complex  have  been  contained  within  the  harbor  and  little,  1f  any, 
oil  has  escaped. 
We  contrast  the  situation  In  enclosed  harbors  with  problems  that  would 
occur  along  the  open  coast.  The  EIS  clearly  and  correctly  states  that  In 
open  coastal  waters  waves  and  currents  would  make  cleanup  efforts  difficult, 
1f  not  Impossible.  We  believe  that  this  statement  1s  well  supported  by  the 
records  of  past  oil  spill  situations  along  open  coasts. 

With  these  concepts  1n  mind,  we  believe  that  compared  to  other  proposed 
sites  that  are  located  along  California's  open  coast,  construction  and 
operation  of  an  oil  terminal  In  the  enclosed  harbor  at  Long  Beach  could  be 
accomplished  with  less  Impact  on  living  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

But  even  though  we  find  the  impacts  upon  fish  and  wildlife  will  be 
comparatively  small  In  the  harbor  complex,  we  believe  that  the  harbor  does 
contain  significant  biological  communities  and  provides  important  resource 
use  opportunities.  Accordingly,  we  believe  that  future  development  within 
the  harbor  must  be  accomplished  with  proper  consideration  for  these  living 
resources. 

We  have  worked  with  the  BLM  staff  as  the  document  progressed  through 
preparatory  stages.  And  although  we  have  commented  earlier  on  certain 
sections  of  the  document,  we  remain  critical  of  certain  aspects  of  the 
document  that  deal  with  the  marine  terminal  and  the  pipeline. 

With  regard  to  the  marine  terminal,  we  do  not  agree  with  statements 
1n  the  EIS  that  the  amount  of  bottom  habitat  that  will  be  lost  1s 
Insignificant.  The  document  points  out  that  this  project  1s  part  of  a 
master  plan  that  could  conceivably  result  1n  the  removal  of  301  of  the 
present  water  area  by  filling  parts  of  the  harbor.  If  the  proposed  project 
1s  considered  in  this  context  we  think  the  consequences  of  a  22  acre  fill 
as  part  of  a  fill  of  up  to  1267  acres  will  certainly  be  significant. 


Consequently,  we  think  the  project  sponsors  should  acknowledge  the  need  for 
mitigation  and  be  committed  to  it.  Substitution  of  rocky  habitat  provided 
by  the  breakwater  may  not  be  satisfactory,  especially  if  its  productivity 
Is  reduced  by  chronic,  low  level  contamination  with  oil. 

WUh  regard  to  dredging  the  document  states  that  the  disposal  of  dredge 
spoils  at  the  EPA  approved  100  fathom  dump  site  may  have  adverse  effects  upon 
marine  organisms.  We  believe  those  effects  should  be  mitigated  where  possible. 
In  another  regard  the  EIS  does  not  discuss  the  fact  that  Pier  J  now  provides 
significant  opportunity  for  public  sportsflshlng.  Consequently,  we  think  an 
analysis  of  the  Impacts  the  SOHIO  project  will  have  upon  fishing  access  at 
the  harbor  terminal  site  should  be  made  and,  if  the  project  will  reduce 
this  access,  the  loss  should  be  mitigated  by  providing  new  access  elsewhere 
1n  the  harbor. 

Turning  our  attention  to  sections  In  the  EIS  that  deal  with  pipeline 
construction  and  the  pipeline  route,  we  found  the  description  of  the  environ- 
ment and  of  project  impacts  were  well  done  for  the  most  part.  However,  we 
think  the  following  measures  should  be  provided  1n  the  final  EIS: 


1.  Prior  to  construction,  the  precise  alignment  of  the  pipeline  should  be 
determined  and  surveyed  for  the  presence  of  rare  and  endangered  species. 
If  any  are  encountered,  the  alignment  should  be  shifted  to  avoid  them. 

2.  After  building  the  pipeline,  disrupted  areas  should  be  revegetated 
especially  in  desert  habitats. 

3.  The  project  sponsor  should  be  committed  to  all  proposed  mitigation 
measures.  In  addition,  offsite  compensation  should  be  provided  for 
pump  and  valve  stations  and  for  new  roads  constructed  in  sensitive  areas. 

4.  If,  for  some  reason,  the  natural  gas  pipeline  cannot  be  used  as  planned, 

a  supplemental  EIS  should  be  submitted  for  the  construction  of  a  new  line. 


Finally,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  the  portions  of  the  document  that 
discuss  alternative  sites  for  a  marine  terminal  In  California.  Generally 
speaking,  we  found  the  descriptions  of  the  present  environmental  setting 
and  of  potential  environmental  impacts,  to  be  discussed  thoroughly.  We 
generally  concur  with  them.  However,  for  the  record,  we  wish  to  restate 
and  add  emphasis  to  three  major  problems  that  would  result  if  the  SOHIO 
project  were  not  located  in  Long  Beach: 

1.  We  wish  to  re-emphasize  the  statements  in  the  document  about  Increased 
hazards  for  oil  spills  that  will  be  presented  by  using  a  mono-buoy 
system  such  as  that  proposed  for  all  sites  along  the  open  coast. 
Z.     We  also  wish  to  re-emphasize  portions  of  the  draft  that  discuss  the 
difficulty  or  Impossibility  of  abating  oil  spills  1n  open  coastal 
waters  where  wind,  waves  and  currents  will  frustrate  cleanup  efforts. 
3.  Most  Importantly,  we  wish  to  re-emphasize  the  serious  threats  posed  by 
oil  spills  to  sensitive  environments  and  living  resources.   In  central 
California,  Morro  Bay,  an  important  estuary  and  wetlands  system  Is 
particularly  vulnerable  to  spilled  oil.  Also,  populations  of  P1smo 
clams,  sea  otters,  and  several  species  of  sea  birds  could  suffer  from 
oil  spills.  And,  1n  southern  California,  kelp  beds  off  the  coast  at 
Camp  Pendleton  could  suffer  if  a  marine  terminal  were  located  there 
Instead  of  a  sheltered  harbor  such  as  at  Long  Beach. 
This  concludes  our  general  comments.  More  specific  comments  will  be  offered 
through  the  State  Clearinghouse.   I  would  like  to  close  by  saying  that  the 
Bureau's  draft  document  is  a  thorough,  well-written  effort  that  1s  easy 
and  interesting  to  read.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
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RESPONSE 


Comment   #3 


Comment   #1 

Only  projects   that   are  directly  re- 
lated   to    and   necessary   for    the    imple- 
mentation  of   the    SOHIO  proposal   are 
evaluated    in   the   ES.      Thus,    only 
evaluation  of   a   22-7acre    fill    is   con- 
sidered   to   be  within   the   scope   of   the 
ES. 

Comment    #2 

Dredge   spoils   can   indeed   have   adverse 
impacts   on  marine    life.      However,   no 
mitigating  measures  have,    as   yet,    been 
stipulated   along   with   permits    from   the 
concerned    permitting   agencies.      It    is 
expected   tnat    the   permitting   process 
for  ocean  dumping  will   ensure   that   all 
reasonable  mitigating  measures   will   be 
taken. 


Public    sport    fishing   on   Pier   J   is   dis- 
cussed   under    Section   2.1.12,3,    under 
San   Pedro   Bay,    and    impacts   of  the   pro- 
ject  on   same   are   discussed   in   Section 
3.1.12,3.      A  mitigating  measure   ensur- 
ing  public    fishing   access    to   Pier   J 
has   been   added   to    the   FES   in   Section 
4.2.2. 

Comment   #4 

Section  4.2.7    recognizes    the  need   for 
a  survey    for  Rare   and  Endangered    spe- 
cies   prior   to   construction.    No   text 
change   was  made. 

Comment    #5 

Section  4.1.6   discusses   revegetation 
of   disrupted   areas. 


Comment   #6 

Comment   was  noted,   but   no   text   change 
was  made. 


|916>  445-5656 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  OF  CALIFORNIA 

SACRAMENTO.  CALIFORNIA 


Mr.   Charles  R.   Tulloss 

Project  Manager,  SOHIO 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.    0.    Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

The  State  of  California  has  reviewed  the  "Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  -  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:  Valdet,  Alaska  to  Midland, 
Texas"  which  was  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (State 
Clearinghouse)  within  the  Governor's  Office.  This  review  fulfills  the  * 
requirements  under  Part  II  of  the  U.  S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
onal  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1969. 


Circular  A-95  and 

This  review  was  coordinated  with  the  Departments  of  Conservation,  Fish  and 
Game,  Parks  and  Recreation,  Water  Resources,  Food  and  Agriculture  Health 
Navigation  and  Ocean  Development  and  Transportation;  the  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board;  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission- 
the  California  Coastal  Commission;  the  State  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission;  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission-  the  Solid 
Waste  Management  Board;  the  Air  Resources  Board;  the  Colorado  River  Board  of 
California;  the  Division  of  State  Lands;  and  the  Governor's  Office  of  Plannine 
and  Research  K 


Departments  of:  Fish  and  Game 

Parks  and  Recreation 

Navigation  and  Ocean  Development 

Conservation 

Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 
Division  of  Oil  and  Gas 

Water  Resources 

Health 

Transportation 
Air  Resources  Board 

Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Development  Commis 
California  Coastal  Commission 
Division  of  State  Lands 
Public  Utilities  Commission 


A  copy  of  each  reviewing  agency's  comments 
information  provided  in  five  appendices. 


ire,  1  will  make  available  a  member  of  my 
the  State's  comments  in  the  Final  Env: 


If  you  de 
ponding  ti 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
Impact  Statement. 


the  Draft  Envi 


Sincerely^ 

Secretary   forTtesources^ 
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M  •  m  o  ra  ndum 


Claire  T.  Dedrlck  Dm   Janumry  11,  1977 

Secretary  for  Resource* 

1416  Ninth  Street,  Room  1311 
Sacramento,  California  95814 

Attention:   L,  Frank  Coodsou,  Project*  Coordinator 


Draft  EIS,  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System  :  Valdex,  Alaska  to  Midland, 
Texas  (aa  propoeed  by  SOHIO  Transportation  Company).   SCR  76120785 


After  reviewing  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  SOH10  project,  we  offer  the  following 
comments  concerning  the  Project  and  the  EIS  document.   Our  comments  are 
baaed  on  the  aasumptlon  that  a  declaion  hae  been  made  to  locete  a  marine 
terminal  and  pipeline  in  California  rather  than  at  an  alternative  elte  out- 
aide  the  State. 


Poalt Ion 


The  position  of  the  Department  of  Pish  and  Came  Is  that  the  Loe  Angeles-Long 
Beach  harbor  complex  Is  the  beat  California  location  for  the  SOHIO  project, 
and  the  location  of  the  project  elsewhere  In  the  State  should  be  discouraged. 
Our  position  la  baaed  on  the  following: 

1.  The  harbor  complex  is  already  extensively  developed. 

2.  Major  petroleum  facilities  already  exist  In  the  harbor  and  routine 
operations  now  cause  minimal  damage. 

3.  Adverse  oil  releted  impacta  on  flah  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  harbor 
area  would  be  much  less,  in  our  opinion,  than  similar  impacts  at  alternative 
California  site*. 

4.  Any  oil  spills  that  any  reault  during  off-loading  or  as  a  result  of 
accidents  can  be  more  quickly  abated  In  the  harbor  because  the  harbor  la 
enclosed  by  a  breakwater.   In  a  sheltered  harbor  such  as  Long  Beach  harbor, 
opportunities  for  containment  are  enhanced. 

Our  experiences  with  oil  spills  In  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach  harbor  have 
shown  environmental  damage  to  be  minimal.   Spills  within  the  harbor  complex 
■  have  been  contained  within  the  harbor  and  little,  if  any,  oil  has  escaped. 


Claire  T.  Dedrlck  -  2  - 

With  these  concepts  in  mind,  we  believe  that  compared  to  other  propoeed  sltaa 
that  are  located  along  Calif ornia'a  open  coast,  construction  end  operation  of 
an  oil  terminal  in  the  enclosed  harbor  at  Long  Beach  could  be  accomplished 
with  less  Impact  on  living  flah  and  wildlife  resources. 

But  even  though  we  find  the  impacta  upon  fish  and  wildlife  will  be  comparatively 
small  in  the  harbor  complex,  ve  believe  that  the  harbor  doea  contain  signifi- 
cant biological  communities  and  provides  Important  resource  uae  opportunities. 
Accordingly,  we  believe  that  future  development  within  the  harbor  must  be 
accompllahed  with  proper  consideration  for  theae  living  reaourcea. 

We  further  believe  that,  of  the  several  pipeline  routea  evaluated  in  the  EIS 
the  route  proposed  by  SOHIO  would  have  the  least  severe  impacta  upon  the 
living  environment.   However,  constructing  a  pipeline  will  have  adverse  impacts. 
Without  careful  planning,  those  Impacts  could  be  serious. 


the  EIS 


Ue  I 


ntraat  the  situatloi 


along  the  open  < 
coaatal  waters  waves  and  currents  ■ 
Impossible.  We  believe  that  this  i 
of  past  oil  spill  situations  along 


with  problems  that  would  occur 
rrectly  states  that  In  open 
cleanup  efforts  difficult,  if  no 
s  well  supported  by  the  records 


As  a  whole,  we  think  the  draft  EIS  Is  a  thorough,  well  written  effort.  However, 
although  we  have  commented  earlier  to  the  BLN  staff  upon  portions  of  the  draft 
aa  it  progressed  through  preparatory  stages,  we  remain  critical  of  certain 

Iaapects  dealing  with  the  proposed  marine  terminal  and  pipeline.  Generally  ve 
concur  with  the  assessment  of  alternatives  presented  In  Volume  8.  However,  we 
would  like  to  echo  and  amplify  sections  on  central  California  alternatives 

ictloi 


We  disagree  with  the  statement  on  page  3-178  that  the  amount  of  benthlc 
habitat  that  will  be  lost  to  the  new  breakwater  ia  an  insignificant  amount. 
Other  statements  characterize  the  area  as  rich,  diverse,  and  unspoiled  com- 
pared to  bottom  habitat  in  the  inner  harbor  (page  2-110,  page  3-171). 
Furthermore,  the  document  statea  that  by  year  2000,  up  to  301  of  the  present 
water  surface  In  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  may  be  displaced  by  land  fills.   The 
master  plan  published  by  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  shows  the  area  proposed  for 
fill  as  1267  acres.  We  think  this  will  result  in  a  significant  loss  of 
bottom  habitat,  and  even  though  the  first  land  fill  will  be  only  21  acres, 
the  loas  should  be  mitigated.   Substitution  of  rocky  Bubstrate  that  will  be 
provided  by  the  new  breakwater  may  not  be  adequate  because,  aa  the  document 
points  out,  chronic,  low  level  contamination  by  oil  spilled  during  routine 
operation  may  reduce  long-time  productivity  (page  6-3).  Furthermore,  in 
the  context  of  extensive  land  fills  planned  for  the  future,  mitigation  for 
loss  of  benthlc  habitat  within  the  harbor  may  not  be  feasible.  Therefore, 
offslte  compensation  should  be  considered. 

We  believe  that  Impacts  upon  marine  organisms  resulting  from  the  disposal 
of  dredge  spoil  could  be  minimized  to  the  greatest  extent  by  using  land 
disposal  sites.   However  the  EIS  states  that  the  material  will  bv.  dumped 
at  an  EPA-approved  ocean  dump  site  (page  1-27).  Our  understanding  is 
that  several  methods  exist  for  the  actual  discharge  of  spoil  material  et 
a  dump  site.  1/  Because  a  large  volume  of  material  will  be  dumped  at  sea, 


1./  Koh,  Robert  C.  Y.   1971.   Ocean  sludge  disposal  by  barges. 
Resources  Research,  7(6) : 1647-1651. 


Wate 


Claire  T.  Dedrlck 


Claire  T.  Dedrlck 


ve  believe  that  the  various  methods  should  be  reviewed  by  the  project 
sponsor  and  that  the  dumping  method  used  should  have  the  least  adverse 
effect  upon  marine  life. 
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the  Port  of  Long  Beach  position  i 
within  the  Port  boundary. 


the  increase  or  decrease  in  this  a. 
result  from  constructing  facilitlei 
the  project  decreases  fishing  accej 
provided  elsewhere  In  the  harbor. 


egardlng  public  fishing  i 


eras  of  lineal  feet  and  percentages 
i  the  public  for  fishing,  and 

■as,  In  similar  terms  that  will 
or  SOHIO.  We  believe  that  if 
replacement  access  should  be 
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We  agree  that  construction  and  operation  of  the  SOHIO  project  will  not 
have  any  foreseeable  direct  Impact  upon  California  least  terns  In  the 
Port  of  Long  Beach.  However  we  think  that  indirect  impacts  should  be 
better  documented.  For  instance: 

a.  oil  spills  during  nesting  season  could  adversely  affect  reproductive 


15 


We  believe  a  significant  loss  of  habitat  is  signaled  by  statements  on 
page  5-16  "New  construction  would  cause  unavoidable  impacts  upon  vegetation 
communities  involving  the  removal  of  vegetation  within  the  construction 
right-of-way,  pump  station  sites  and  power  transmission  line  maintenance 
roads."  We  believe  these  losses  should  be  mitigated  and  because  the  roads 
and  facilities  will  be  In  constant  use  mltigstlon  should  probably  be 
I     Offslte  compensation. 

Alternative  Sites  for  the  Marine  Terminal  -  We  found  that  Section  8.0,  8.2.2 
and  8.2.3  of  Chapter  8  were  well  written  and  contain  important  factors  to  be 
considered.   We  wish  to  emphasize  several  statements  that  reinforce  our 
position  that  locating  a  marine  terminal  outside  of  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach 
Harbor  complex  should  be  discouraged: 

1.  "Use  of  mono  buoys  would  involve  higher  risks  of  spills  and  possibly  inter- 
rupted service  aa  a  result  of  occasional  adverse  weather  and  sea  conditions 
and  the  less  protected  berthing  situation."   (Page  8-4 j. 

In  addition  to  the  material  presented  in  Section  8.0.4,  we  think  that 
onshore  facilities  and  connecting -pipelines  could  severely  impact 
sensitive  upland  areas.   Also,  nearby  populations  of  sea  otters  and  Plsmo 
clams  could  be  affected  by  oil  spills  moving  either  up  or  down  the  coast. 
Estero  Bay  is  the  most  sensitive  area  on  the  central  California  coast 
considered  in  the  EIS  as  a  potential  alternative  site  for  a  marine  terminal. 


oil  apilla  could  also  affect  feeding  habitats  for  not  only  least  terns 
but  brown  pelicans  because  both  species  uae  similar  feeding  habitats. 


15.  He  think  the  lay  reader  would  benefit  if 
were  Inserted  (p.  3-207  et  seq)  for  examp 
and  alclds  (auks.  etc.). 


■on  names  for  bird  families 
larlds  (gulls  and  terns) 
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The  Pipeline  Project  -  The  sections  of  the  EIS  that  deal  vlth  the  pipeline  in 
California  are  veil  done  for  the  most  part.  However,  we  think  the  following 
measures  should  be  provided  in  the  final  EIS. 

Prior  to  construction,  the  precise  alignment  of  the  pipeline  should  be 
determined  and  surveyed  for  the  presence  of  rare  and  endangered  species. 
If  any  are  encountered,  the  alignment  should  be  shifted  to  avoid  them. 
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Several  mitigation  measures  are  presented  in  the  document  as  being  either 
"proposed,"  "under  consideration"  or  "committed"  by  the  project  sponsors 
(Chapter  4).   We  believe  the  sponsor  should  be  committed  to  at  least  all 
the  measures  listed  and  should  Implement  them  when  the  pipeline  is 
constructed. 


We  do  not  agree  that  the  Impacts  of  cons 
adequately  discussed,  as  is  suggested  on 
the  natural  gas  pipeline  cannot  be  used 
mental  EIS  should  be  submitted  for  the  c 


meting  a  new  pipeline  are 
page  8-70.   If,  for  some  reasoi 
is  planned,  we  believe  a  supple 
instruction  of  a  new  pipeline. 
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briefly  discussed  in  Section  8.0.5.  After  Estero 
ost  sensitive  area  because  Pismo  clam  beds  to 
herds  to  the  north  would  be  effected  by  drifting 

il  spills.  Careful  planning  and  construction  would  be  necessary  to  avoii 

mpactB  on  wildlife  habitat. 


Avila  and  Oso  Flaco 
Bay,  Avila  is  the  m 
the  south  snd  sea  o: 


Oso  Flai 

clam  populations 

northward  at  tin* 


less  vulnerable  i 


:  than  Avi.'a  because  sea  otters  and  Pismo 
However,  oil  spills  could  be  carried 
when  prevailing  weather  conditions  sre  reversed,  and 
es  could  be  severe. 


The  above  facts  serve  to  emphasize  that  locating  the  SOHIO  project  on  the 
central  California  coast  will  have  severe  unavoidable  consequences. 
Furthermore,  all  three  California  sites  are  adjacent  to  the  best  known 
and  most  used  Pismo  clam  fisheries  in  California.   Plsmo  clams  could 
suffer  from  oil  spills  and  chronic,  low  level  oil  pollution.  They  do 
not  have  a  consistent  reproductive  pattern.   Rather,  there  are  a  fev 
years  of  large  reproductive  success  interspersed  with  many  years  of 
low  recruitment.  Therefore  an  oil  spill  In  a  peak  reproductive  year 
could  depress  populations  for  many  years  afterward.   On  the  other  hand, 
the  chronic  presence  of  oil,  or  a  large  spill  could  cause  the  flesh  of 
clams  to  have  oily  tastes  or  smells. 


The  i 


ntroverslal  species  found  near  all  three  site 
slder  adverse  impacta  on  otters  to  be  unaeeer. 


numbers  of  sea 


Claire  T.    Dedrlck 


brown  pelicans    (an  endangered  species)  have  been  observed  In  these  areas. 
A  major   oil   spill   could   csuse   high   mortality    and    significant    threats   to 
bird   populations. 

5.  We  think  that  Sections  8.0.6  and  8.0.7  that  deal  with  Point   Huenene/Oxnard 
and  Camp  Pendleton  respectively  contain   Important    information  on  their 
sensitivity  to  oil  development  that  should  be  reviewed  by  decision  makers. 

6.  We  also  wish  to  re-emphasize  portions  of  the  draft  that  discuss   the 
difficulty  or  Impossibility  of  abating  oil  spills  in  open  coastal  waters 
where  wind,  wsves  and  currents  can  frustrate  cleanup  efforts. 

In  summary,  we  find  that  of  all  the  alternative  sites  presented  In  the  draft 
EIS,  we  believe  the  construction  and  operation  of  s  southern  marine  terminal 
In  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach  harbor  complex  will  have  the  least  consequences 
for  living  i 


Memorandum 


Honorable  Claire  T.   Dedrlck 
Secretary    for  Resources 


Attention      Frank  Goodson 


j§auu^_ 


DEIS-Crude   Oil 
Transportation    Syetsm; 
Voider ,  Alaska  to  Midland. 
Texas    -  Bureau   of  Land 
Management/  SOB  10 
Transportation   Company 


The  California  Stat*  Office  of  Historic   Prmsexvat loo  has    reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental    Impact    Statement    for  a  Crude   Oil   Transportation   System    from   Valdet 
Alaska  to  Midland,   Texas,    prepared  by   the  0.    S.    Department  of  the   Interior 
Barman  of  Land  Management    for  the  S0HI0  Transportation  Company. 

In  partial  compliance  with  the  national  Historic   Preservation  Act  of  1966, 
Executive   Order    11593   and    36   CF1  800,    the   Draft    Environmental    Impact   Statauant 
contains   an  inventory  of   Identified   cultural   properties   located  within  the 
Port  of  Long  Reach    area  and  along  the   routs  of  the  proposed  pipeline  which    are 

I  included  in  the  Rational   Register  of  Historic   Places  or   recorded   as  California 
State  Historic  Landmarks.      This   listing,   while   substantial,    does   not   appear   to  b< 
complete.      In  order  to  saslst  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  its  efforts  to 
compile  a  full   Inventory  of  registered   cultural   properties   located  within  the 
undertaking's   area  of  potential  environmental   Impact,    the  Office  of  Historic 
Preservstion   is   pleased   to   submit   the   attached  list  of    registered   cultural 
i  the  Bureau  for  consideration. 
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Soma   effort   bam   bean   mads   to  comply    further  with   the   Legislation   and    regulations 
referenced    sbove  by  generally   discussing  various    properties  which   amy  be  eligible 
for   inclusion   in   the   Hatiooal    Register   of  Historic    Places.      However,    it   la 
apparent  chat  all   properties  with   potential  eligibility  have  not  beam  identified 
either   because   ongoing   aurveya   hove  not   yet    approached    this    task   or  because 
appropriate  surveys  have  not  baas   Initiated.      In  addition,   to  this   data,    ths 
Office  of  Historic   Preservation  has  not   participated  in  the  eligibility  evaluation 
process    for   those   properties   which   the   Draft    Environment    Impact    Statement   has 
designated   to   be    potentially   eligible    for  the  national    Register.      This   Office 
therefore   cannot   mean  lug  fully   comment  on  the  status  of  these    resources  or  those 
which   remain  to  be  Identified. 

The  range,  of  values  expected  within  the  undertaking's  aims  of  potential  environ- 
mental Impact  is  treated  extensively  and  aatlsfsctorily.     However,    this    represent* 
only  on*  of  the  first  requisite  steps  leading  toward  s  thorough   snd  detailed 
inventory  of  all  cultural   properties  which  this   undertaking  may  potentially   impact. 
Compliance  with    36   CFB  800  will    require   a   complete    intensive    survey   of   all    areas 
within  or  adjacent   to  the  boundaries  of  the  project  which  may  be   affected  directly 
or  indirectly  on  a  Long  or  short-term  basis.      Until  this  has  been  accomplished  and 
a  conprmhsns iva   report   submitted,    the  Office  of  Historic   Preservation  cannot 
provide  the  Bureau  of  Land  Hasagsmant  with  appropriate   comments. 
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Honorable  Claire  T.    Dadriek 
Secretary    for   Resources 
Paga  2 


The  proposed  mitigation  massures   appear  to  be   professional   and   adequate,     ■uemmsm, 
r   pidmii  ay  am  self  U  eat  nations   snd  rpwtrifir  rroni ,    ehwy    ere  of   ItnlteO 

■enema.  _Ji  would  thmrmfore  he  {nammtis  to  —mess  their  sdssmary  *■  mere  Than  W 
■nmrml  may  .  ■mrlB"**J~^  am  assess  asm  ami  gists  as  mVe  » rot  nit  lea  of  spwriftt 
nam  ■hotild'-ba   discussed   as    individual  instances   rewmlrlng  ameer 

•asmyliaintatlon  arise . 

Ths  discussion  of  the  project 'a    potential  impacts  on  identified  cultural 

properties   is   necessarily    general.       However,    compliance  with    36   CFTt   800.6   and 
800.4b  would    require   s   detailed    consideration,    in   consultation  with   the   State 
Historic   Preservation  Officer,   of  Impacts  on   individual   resources   at   the  earliest 
stage  of  the  planning  process  snd  prior  to  the  commencement  of  construction 
activities).      As   they   arm   discovered,    currently    unrecorded    propertlea    must  be 
treated  similarly. 

The  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  re  commands  that  ths  Bureau  of  Land  Msnaaaamnt 
consider  the  comments  and  suggestions  provided  above  at  ths  earliest  opportunity 
snd  prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  Pinal   Environmental   Impact   Ststesmnt  . 


~~aStPrma£r0£^ 


Stats   Historic    Preservation   Officer 


Ths  following  list  includes  those  properties  located  within  or  adjacent  co  tl 
project's   aims  of  potential   environmental   Impact  which  have  beam  designated 
an  California  State  Historic  Landmarks. 

Lorn  Angelas  County 

881  -         Site  of  Port  Los  Ansel***  Long  Wharf 

894  -        S.S.  Catalina 

127  -        Flo  Pico  Cans 

147  -         Banning  Park 

152  -         Domlngues  Ranch  Bouse 

161  -        Mission  Visjs 

169  -         Drum  Barracks 

289  -  Pomona    Collage 

372  -  Palomares   Adobe 

380  -  Diego   Sepulvada  House 

384  -         Tina's  Point 

3*5  -  San   Gabriel   Battlefield 

386  -        Caaa  da  Carrion 

4S1  -  Ortega-Vlgare   Adobe 

514  -  Pomona  Power  Plant 

580  -         Alaadtos  No.    1   Well 

646  -         Greek  George  Grave 

664  -         Heritage   House 

681  -         Paradox  Walnut  Tree 

718  -         Sits  of  Initial  0. 

874  -         Workman  Bona 


San  Bernardino  County 


Air  Meet 


San   Bernardino  Asistancle 
The  Zsnjs 
Gua chase   Rancher! a 
Ague  Manse 

Torba-Slaughtar  Adobe 
Fort    Benson 


Rivers  ids  County 

303     -         aubldoux  Hill 

749     -         Senate  pa 

787     -         Da  Anxa  Crossing 


F-Sp/3 
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Tb*  foliating  llet  cm*  lata  of  propartle*  located  within  tb«  • 
project's  pote-ntlal  esrlroowatal  Impact  which  are  lacludad  Id 
for   laclualon    la   tb*   Nat  local    Utliur   of   Blatorlc    Placae. 

Loa  aaailaa  County 

Long   Beach:  Lorn    Cerrltoe    Ranch   Bouaa 

hma|i    Indlaa    Vlllaes 

San    Padro:  Point    rertaln   Llghtfaojae 

Battary    Oegood-raraly 


»*■»•  a«  CalHaraia 

Mtmorond  u  m 

To      Claire  T.  Oedrlck 

Secretary  for  Resources 
The  Resources  Agency 
l*tl6  Ninth  Street,  Room  1311 
Sacramento,  CA  95811* 

Attn;   L.  Frank  Goodson 

From     i     Dtreete*  «f  MwlftSaa  anal  Oca  em 


December   28,    1976 

BLM  EIS    -  Crude  Oil 
Transportation  System 
Valdez.  Alaska   to  Midland, 
Texas    (SCH  76120785) 


Cotapto-a: 
Ly-ewood: 
whit  tier: 

Indue  try: 


Doednguai   Ranch   Adobe 

Lrnwood   Pacific  Ilactrlc   Railroad  Depot 

Plo  Pico  Caaa 

John   Be*d  Bouaa 
John  Rowland  Bouaa 
T«nple  Kanaioo 
Uorknan  Adobe 
Workman    Family  CeeMtary 

Sao   Dimaa:  San   Olaae    Bocnl 

Pomona:  PhlLllpa  Hanelon 

La  Caaa  Frlaara 
Tflnado  Paloauiraa  Adobe 

San  Bernardino  County 

Cfalno:  Torb a -Slaughter  Adobe 

Bryn   Hnwr:  Kill    Cmak-Vanja 

Radlanda:  A.    K.    Sallay    Public   Library 

Rl-aaralda  County 

Banning:  Oilman   Ranch  Houaa 


F-Sp/2 
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Having  reviewed  the  draft  CIS  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Lend  Management,  the 
Department  of  Navigation  and  Ocean  Development  h«s  the  following  comments  and 
recommendations. 

It  Is  Indicated  In  the  Tenker  Traffic  Study  (pp.  1-2)  and  In  the  EIS  Executlv 
Summary  (p.  I-?)  that  the  four  80,000  0WT  oil  tenkers  will  not  be  equipped 
with  a  gas  Inertlng  system.   The  purpose  of  an  Inertlng  System  Is  to  minimize 
the  risk  of  an  accident  caused  by  the  Ignition  of  hydrocarbon  vapor  within 
the  cargo  holds  of  an  off-loaded  tanker.  However,  unlike  the  120,000  DWT 
and  165,000  DWT  vessels,  the  smaller  tankers  will  not  have  this  safety 
device.   Further,  because  of  air  quality  concerns,'  the  purging  of  these 
hydrocarbon  vapors  may  not  be  permitted  In  port.   BLM's  proposed  mitigation 
measure  number  2  (Executive  Summary  p.  IV-U)    stipulates  that  tankers  be 
prevented  from  purging  In  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  for  any  reason  other  than 
emergency  requirements  or  for  safety  reasons.   Since  these  regulations  will 
apply  to  all  S0HIO  fleet  vessels  whether  equipped  with  an  Inertlng  system  or 
not.  It  Is  possible  the  80,000  DWT  vessels  may  represent  a  greater  safety 
hazard  In  port  than  the  other  vessels.  The  Final  EIS  should  discuss  this 
situation  more  fully.  We  recommend  an  explanation  be  provided  for  the 
absence  of  the  Inertlng  system  on  the  80,000  0WT  tankers.   For  Instance;!* 
the  reason  an  economic  or  engineering  problem  end  can  It  be  resolved  within 
the  tlmlts  of  financial  feasibility?  Although  the  cause  of  the  accident 
Is  still  under  Investigation.  U  should  be  noted  that  the  oil  tanker  which 
exploded  In  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles  on  December  17,  1976  was  not  equipped 
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Mltfl  ■ 


ting  system. 


2.  The  EIS  would  benefit  from  an  expanded  descrlpt 
Instance,  it  is  not  clear  from  the  draft  docume 
and  80.000  DWT  tankers  will  have  double  hulls, 
vessels,  to  reduce  the  risk  of  an  oil  spill  In 
or  grounding.   The  number  of  propel lers  and  rud 


on  of  the  S0HI0  fleet.   For 
t  whether  the  165,000  DWT 
s  will  the  120,000  DWT 
ase  of  •  collision,  ramming 
ers  on  each  vessel  should  be 


Indicated.   If 

the 

to  aid  maneuve 

rabl 

document. 

The  calculatlo 

IS  1 

are  based  upon 

Eha 

probabll 1  ties 

efl 

bow  thn 


orporated 


th 


olved  In  computing  accident  and  o 
heracterlstlcs  of  the  S0HI0  fleet 
t  the  absence  of  double  hulls  on 


I  spl  II  probabilities 
(That  Is,  the  accident 

II  but  the  120,000  DWT 


Claire  T.  Oedrlck 
Page  two 
December  28,  1976 
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vessels  and  the  absence  of  a  ■ 
tankers,  etc.) .  It  might  be  1 
probabilities  based  upon  the  , 
equipped  with  double  hulls  am 


analysis  of  the  accident  probabilities  of  the  flee 
in  comparison  with  the  accident  probabilities  that 
all  vessels  were  equipped  with  double  hulls  and  In 
«ould  permit  decision  makers  to  assess  the  lower  a 
spill  probabilities  In  relation  to  the  Increased  c 
safety  equipment. 


s  inerting  system  from  all  80,000  DWT 
eful  to  compute  accident  and  oil  spill 
sumption  that  all  fleet  vessels  were 
uld  pre 


Sli-lo  of  California 

Memorandum 


L.  Frank  Goodson 
Project  Coordinat 
Resources   Agency 


*•■*■     January  26,    1977 


nt  ly   proposed 
could   be  expected    if 
rting  systems.      This 
cldent    rates  and  ol I 
st    for  added    tanker 


From      1      Deportment  of  Conjervotlon 

Subject:     SCH  76102673     S0HI0  West   Coaet   to  Mid -Continent  Pipeline  Project 


Thank  you  for   the  opportunity    to  1 


the  draft    EIS. 


MARTY   MMCAD0 
D I  rec  to  r 


The  review  of  the  draft  EIS  on  tl 
Division  Seismologist  (comment  No.  l) 
Petroleum  Geologist    (comment  No.    2)  aj 


ie  project  by  Roger 
and  Edward  C.  Spro 
e  the  following: 
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The  Paloa  Verdes  fault   should  be  considered  an  active  fault  baaed 
on  seismic  data;    the  Paloa   Verdes  fault   should  be  treated   as 
capable  of  generating  a  magnitude  7   earthquake.      Because  of  the 
fault  proximity,    the  deelgn  conalderatlons  (effective  acceleration 
velocity,    etc.)    should   consider   the  Palos  Verdes  fault. 


2.  The  recognition  and  evaluation  of  potential  geologic/seism, c  hazards  which 
could  adversely  effect  the  structural  integrity  and  operational  continuity 
of  the  proposed  project  is  not  considered  to  be  complete  or  adequate.  The 
Final  EIS  should  include  site  specific  evaluation  of  potential  hazards  In 
order  that  conservative  design  criteria  will  be  developed  for  project  con- 
struction. Potential  hazards  not  adequately  evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIS  In- 
clude the  following: 

1.     It  is  proposed  to  dredge  the  harbor  channel   and  berthing  area   to 
depths   ranging   from  65  feet  to  82  feet.     The  dredged  channel  walls 
will   be  unconfined  and  subject  to  potential    liquefaction,   slumping 
and  lateral   spreading   induced  by  seismic  shaking.     The  statement, 
(p.   2-84),   "The  natural    foundation  soils  below  the  fills  or  in  the 
dredged  shipping  channels  are  expected  to  remain  stable  for  both 
earthquake  conditions"   is  not  considered  adequate  In  the  absence 
of  site  specific  evaluation. 

12.     The  Palos  Verdes  fault  zone  traverses  within  2  miles  of  the  pro- 
posed port  facility.     The  statement,    (p.   2-57).  "This  fault  Is 
considered  less  active  than  the  Newport-Inglewood  fault*   Is  not 
considered  adequate.     The  Palos  Verdes  fault  should  be  considered 
as  an  active  fault  and  capable  of  a  maximum  credible  seismic  event 
of  magnitude  7.0  for  structural  design  purposes. 
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The  proposed  tank  farm  to  be  located  on  pier  J  will   be  placed  on 
artificial   fill   overlying  unconsolidated  young  natural   sediments. 
As  stated,    (p.   2-84)   these  artificial   hydraulic  fills  will   almost 
certainly  liquefy  during  the  maximum  credible  earthquake.     The 
proposal    (p.   2-85)   to  densify  these  fill  materials   to  at  least  801 
27  or  to  replace  the  fill  material  with  material  less  susceptible  to 

liquefaction,   1s  an  Inadequate  mitigating  procedure.     A  proposed 
tank  farm  designed  to  contain  up  to  3.7  million  barrels  of  crude 
oil   at  this   location  should  be  designed  to  withstand  potential 
maximum  credible  seismic   effects. 

14.     The  proposed  tank  farm  at  Domlnguez  Hill  would  be  located  within 
or  1n  close  proximity  to  the  Newport-Inglewood  structural   zone. 
The  potential   for  ground  surface  rupture  along  this  structural   zone 
exists;  although  surface  rupture  has  not  occurred  within  historic 
time,   the  Cherry  Hill   fault,  which  extends  into  the  Domlnguez  Hill 
area,   is  Identified  with  existing  fault  line  scarps  developed  In 
Quaternary  sediments. 

15       It  would  seem  appropriate  for  conservatism  to  assume  a  potential 
maximum  credible  seismic  event  of  7.5  for  the  Newport-Inglewood 
structural   zone,   similar  to  NRC  criteria,  rather  than  the  7.0  mag- 
nitude used  for  this  draft  EIS. 

In  the  selection  of  design  earthquakes  assigned  to  significant 
faults  for  the  determination  of  seismic  design  zones  along  the 
pipeline  route,   the  active  Palos  Verdes  and  Cucamonga  faults  ap- 
pear not  to  have  been  considered.     The  Cucamongajault  is  approxi- 
mately 8  miles   from  the  proposed  pipeline  route  and  is  judged  cap- 
30  of  a  maximum  credible  seismic   event  of  6.5  magnitude,   or  greater. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  design  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas 
fault,  northern  segment,   it  would  seem  appropriate  to  extend  this 
"northern  segment"  southerly  to  the  juncture  with  the  Banning  and 
Mission  Creek  fault  segments  rather  than  to  limit  the  "northern 
segment"  as  being  north  of  Cajon  Fass. 


Perry  Y.    Anion to 

Geologist 

CEC  460,  RCE  20375 


APPROVED  BT: 


^£ 


Thomas  E.    Gey,    Jrt 
Acting  State  GeoJoglBJ 

RG  ?6)4 


eojog 


5  la  to  of  California 

Memorandum 


Mr.  L.  Frank  Goodson,  Projec 
Agency,  Room  1311 


From     i     Deportment  of  ConMrvatlon  —  Oivlilon  of  Oil  and  Go* 


THt   RESOURCES  AGENCY   Of   CA1IFORNIA 


.  Dot*     •    January    12,    1977 
Swbiect,  SCH    No.     76120785 


The  Division  of  Oil  and  Gaa 
Crude  Oil  Distribution  Syeti 
following  comments  are   for 


reviewed   the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  DEIS 
Valdez,    Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas.      The 
consideration. 


Page   3-393 

It  is  stated  that  SOHIO'b  E1A  and  El  Paso's  related  application 
for  the  abandonment  of  the  30-lnch.  gas  pipeline  would  not  have 
on  the  natural  gas  supply  operation  to  California. 


o  the  FPC 
Impact 


dii.-l 


The  BLM  agrees  the  statement  is  ' 

of  gas  by  other  sources.  However 

may  not  be  valid  because  of  the  recent  FTC  stair  recoi 

construction  of  a  western  leg  pipeline  to  California. 


der  five  sc 
it  appears  that 


os  involving  supply 
rlo  2  on  page  3-394 
ndation  against  the 


1llwltn  respect  to  the  FPC  recommendation,  how  does  that  effect  the  possible 
**'|of  the  El  Paso  gas  line  for  east  to  west  transportation  of  Alaskan  gas? 


Page  U-bk 


nd  It 
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I  Table   4.2.7-1   llBts    the   location*  of   proposed  remote-control  valves  i 
appears    that  most   are   located  near  fault   systems   and  river  crossings.      It 
would  seem  prudent    to   locate  additional    remote -control  valves.    In  lieu  of 
manually  operated  block  valves,    in  areas  where  a  pipeline   rupture  would  allow 
the   drainage  of  a  significant  amount  of  oil. 


Approved : 


t/ 


starts  of  Coltforaki 

Me  mora  nd  u  m 


L.  Frank  Goodson 

Assistant  to  the  Secretary, 

Projects  Coordinator 
The  Resources  Agency 
1116  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA   95811 


From      ,      Deportment  of  Wattr  R.tourcet 


The   Retourcei   AvetKy 


January   U ,    1977 


Start*  of  California 

Me  mora  nd  u  m 


HBAl.TH  AND  WELFAM 
A6CNCY 


Health   and   Welfare   Agency 
Attention   Assistant    to    the 

Secretary.    Operations 
915  Capitol  Mall,    Room  ?•* 
Sacramento,    California      95&11* 


ju  3   4  us  IH '77    °°*     »•*••*«  ».  1976 


Subject     SCH   76I20785 

SOB  10  Proposal 


JO.  &m 


From  hKsnnatb  Basil,   Chief 

T^TSnvlronmental   Health   Services   Branch 
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We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
SOHIO's  proposed  crude  oil  transportation  system  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   Our  comments  are  related  to 
Identifying  a  possible  supply  of  oil  to  fuel  a  state-owned 
oll-flred  power  plant. 

It  Is  stated  In  the  EIS  that  of  an  Initial  700,000  barrels  per 
day  of  raw  crude  entering  California  by  ship  from  Alaska  a 
minimum  of  200,000  barrels  would  remain  In  the  State  and 
500,000  barrels  would  be  transported  east  through  a  pipeline 
However,  I  don't  feel  that  the  supply/demand  factors  that 
Justify  the  transshipment  of  500,000  barrels  per  day  to  the 
east  has  been  adequately  discussed.   Before  any  oil  Is  trans- 
shipped the  demand  for  oil  In  California  should  be  satisfied 
and  this  should  be  demonstrated  In  the  EIS. 

For  example,  the  Department  of  Water  Resources  as  a  part  of 
Its  Long  Range  Energy  Program  la  Investigating  the  possibility 
of  utilizing  a  state-owned  1,000  MW  oll-flred  power  plant  to 

I  supply  energy  to  State  Water  Project  pumps.   To  meet  our 
projected  energy  requirements,  this  plant  would  be  scheduled 
\°n   S25e  °"  llne  by  1983'  and  uould  =°ns"">e  approximately 
30,000  barrels  of  oil  dally.   This  possible  requirement  which 
S0HI0  Is  aware  of,  and  other  demands  and  their  effects  on 
projected  surpluses  throughout  the  life  of  the  project  should 
be  discussed. 

Please  Include  these  comments  In  the  material  that  the  agency 
sends  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


E.  J.  Terhaar,  Chief 
Energy  Division 

8-U85-6687 


The  Epidemiological  Studies  Laboratory  in  the  Department  of  Health  has  reviewed 
SCH  76120785,  "Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:  Valdes,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Tons 
(as  proposed  by  SOBIO  Transportation  Company)",    and  offers  the  following  comments: 

II.     The  report    fells  to  present   In  Its  summary  section  the  peak 
emissions  and  worst   came  estimates.     The  use  of  annual  average 
values  tends  to  minimize  the  Impact  of  the  project.      Informa- 
tion  on  maximum   values   are   necessary   to   evaluate   air   quality 
and  the  potential  adverse  health  Impact  of  the  project. 

The  pipeline  portion  of  this  project  would  preclude  avail- 
ability of  one  pipeline   (and  possibly  a  second  pipeline 
later)    for  natural  gas  transmission  to  the  Vast  Coast.    It 
36  appears  to  assume  that   sufficient   supplies  of  natural  gas 

will  never  again  be  available,    and  present  curtailment  will 
continue.     Thle  assumption  has  momentous  impact   for  air 
quality  In  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  needs  to  be   pre- 
sented  fully  in  this  EIS. 


Jim  Bote,   Resources  Agency 

Alan  Goodley,    Air  Resources  Board 


9-141 


Memorandum 


QHN   P.    QRATTAR 
A-95  Coordinator 

Transportation   Agency 
1120  N  St\eet 
Sacraaerito\  CA     9581* 


0o»i    December  27,    1976 
»•      a -95  review 


MR.   JOHE  P.   ORATTAM 

A-95  Coordinator 

Treneportatlon  Agency 

1120  »  Street 

Sacramento,    California     9581* 

KB.  JOHN  E.  REEVES     -     Dlatrlot  07 


•  r  33,   1976 
A-95  Rewlew 


Project  Review  Comments 


Project  Review  Comments 
SCR  NUMBER 

76120785 


Draft  Environmental   Impact   Statement 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System 
Valdez.    Alaska   to  Midland,    Texas 


The  recent  explosion  of  a  tanker  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor 
spotlights  the  need  for  full  discussion.  In  this  DEIS,  of  the 
safety  hazards  Inherent  In  the  siting  of  a  tanker  terminal  in 
a  heavily  populated  urban  center.  Special  attention  should  be 
given  to  the  synergistic  effects  of  explosion  and  fire  on  the 
surrounding  populated  areas,  on  the  harbor  facilities,  on  the 
circulation  systems  and  on  the  disaster-response  capabilities 
of  all   emergency   service   organizations. 

Any  easements    required    for  the   pipeline,    access   roads, 
power  lines  and  pump  stations  should   be  discussed  with  the 
appropriate  California  Transportation  District   -  Districts  07, 
08  or  11   -  well   in  advance  of  permit  application. 

Attached   la  a  copy  of  the  comments  submitted  by  District 
07  on  the  DEIR  for  the  SOHIO  Project  and  which  apply  to  the 
BLM'B   DEIS   as  well. 


/**-  JOHN  E.    REEVES,    Chief 

Environmental    Planning  Branch 
Transportation  Distrlct'07 
Clearinghouse  Coordinator 
For   Information,    contact   George  Boyle 
(ATSS)   6W-3785  or   (213)  620-3785 

Attachment 
cc:     Diet.  08,   11 
DOTP 


SCH  RUMOR 
76102673 


SOHIO       DEIR 

Port   of  L.B.   end  PUC 


The  long  range,  cumulative,  adveree  lmpaete  of  continuing 
expansion  of  industrial  ueei  of  coastal  land,  especially  for 
oil  industry  uaea  eueh  aa  the  60HI0  venture,  on  the  adlacent 
recreational  land  ueea,  are  of  eerloue  concern  to  the  Cellfornle 
Department  of  Transportation.  We  therefore  repeat  the  three 
major  questions  we  proffered  In  our  coccnente  on  the  proposed 
Oeneral   Plan  end  DEIR  for  the  Port   of  Long  Beach t 

1)  Is  the  need  for  port  expansion  established! 

The  need  for  port  expansion  should  be  more  fully 
justified  In  the  DEIR.  la  expansion  appropriate 
in  a  aensltive  urban  air  baalnT  A  dlecusaion  of 
the  approprlatenesa  of  port  expansion  at  Long  Beach 
In  comparison  to  other  locatlona  along  the  coaet 
should  elao  be  developed. 

2)  What  will  be  the  effect  on  recreational  land  use 

In  coaatol  areaa  If  Industrial  land  uaa  la  expanded? 

A  discussion  of  social  and   other  needs   In  an 
urbanized  area  should  be   fully  dlacuased   in  terms   of 
recreatlnml  needs  versus   industrial  needs  and  their 
resultant   impacta. 

3)  What   will  bo   the  effect  on  Vehicle-Mllc;. -Travelled 
(VMT)   and   on  Calif omla'a  energy  conaervetton 
procreaT 

An  ln-depth  cnalyals   of  the  In.  iCt   of  port  expansion 
on  the   land   traneportatlcn  system  In  terns  of 
congestion,   ener-y  uee  and  pollution  should  be 
Included   In  the  EIR. 


Mr.  John  P.   Orattan 


Rovember  23#   1976 


Mr.   John  P.  Orattan 


■orember  23,   1976 


There  appeara  to  be  no  analysis  of  energy  requirements  and  use,  ss 
required    uy   CEQA,    Sect '.on   21100(c). 

The  propoeed  SOHIO  crude  oil   facilities  at  Port  of  Long  Beach  are 
designed   to  receive   {00,000  barrels  of  oil  per  day,   200,000 

barrels  for   local  refineries  and  500,000  barrels   for  midwest 

refineries.     The  200,000  barrels  used   locally  will  provide  far 

greater   local  beneflta   than  the  boo  00C  barrela  piped   to  the 

midweat.     The   latter,   representing  71  percent  of  the  total  flow  of 
oil  through  the   proposed  SOHIO  facilities  at  Long  Beach,  will 
primarily  benefit   the  midweat  and  only  secondarily  benefit  Southern 
Calif ornle.     The  eecondary  ber.eflta  are  revenuea  to  the  local  area 
for  transportation,  through  Southern  California. 

Tills  su^rests  a  basic  policy  question*     with  limited  land  and  water 
area  available  at  the  Long  Beach-Los  Ancelea  port  complex,   how  much 
lend  and  water  Is  optical  end  prudent   to  allocate  to  pass-thru 
shipments   (e.g.   oil  from  Alaska  to  Dldwest;   unit   train  shlpcents 
from  eastern  United  Statea  to  Aala)  and  how  much  to  allocate  to 
shipments  of  commodities  (oil,  LNC,  containers,  general  cargo,  etc.) 
for   local  consumption  to  meet  Southern  California  residential, 
commercial  and   Industrial  requirements? 


The  discussions  on  noise  in  Volume  I,  Part  I  do  not  Indicate  the 
noise  deacrlptor   (L10.   LrjR»  ate.)   used.     This  should  be  stated   and 
the  reasons  for  selecting  that  particular  one  should  be  dlacuased. 


1.  Total  ultimate  capacity   of  local  ports   (Loa  Anreles, 
Long  Beach,   Oxnard-Port  Hueneme)  at  maximum  development 
assuming:      (1)   all  poaaible  land  created  and/or 
converted  for  port  use,   and      (2)  attainment   of  maximum 
safe  volu-.e  of  ship  traffic  Into,  out-of,   and  within 
the  porta. 

2.  Total  port   facilities    (bertha,   land,  etc.)  and  volume 
of  ship  traffic   required  In  1995  to  handle  Import  and 
export   of  oil  ccnnodltles   required   for  the  maximum 
economic  well  being  of  Southern  California   realdente, 
commerce  and  Industry. 

3.  Total  port  capacity  (facilities  and  traffic)  remaining 
in  1995  to  handle  paaa-thru  shlpmenta--oll  from  Alaska 
to  midwest)  unit  train  shlriients  from  eastern  U.S.  to 
Aalaj   etc.    (subtract   Item  2  from  Item  1). 

U,  Usability  of  SCHIO  facilities  for  handling  conmodltlea 
other  than  crude  oil,   should  the  need  srlse. 

5.     Convertibility   of  SOHIO  fscllltles  to  other  commodity 
handling,    including  cost   of  conversion. 


JOHN  E.   REEVES,   Chief 
Environmental  planning  Branch 
Transportation  District  07 
Clearinghouse  Coordinator 
For  Information,   contact  Oeorpe  Boy  la 
(ATSS)  040-3765  or  (213)  620-37G5 


OStJh 

Attachment 

cc:     DOTP 

District   11 
District  08 


9-142 


Stat*  o*  C«IHWolo 

Memorandum 


Claire  T.   Dedrick 


January  10,  1977 
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Claire  T.   Dedrlck 
Secretary  for  Resources 
Resources  Agency 
1416  Ninth  Street,   Room  1311 
Sacramento,  CA     95814 
Attention:     L.    Frank  Goodson 


Do*     ,   January  10,   1977 


Subject:  Draft  Copy  -  Proposed 
Valdez/Long  Beach/Midland  011 
Transportation  System  (Sohlo 
Project)  Environmental  Impact 
Statement      7^/2,078.5 


391 


Harmon  Wong-Moo,  Chief  ^ 
Stationary  Source  Control" 


These  are  our  comments  on  the  "Proposed  Valdez/Long  Beach/Midland  011  Transportation 
(Sohlo  Project)  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement."     In  addition,  accompanying 
these  comments  1s  a  copy  of  Tom  Qulnn's  testimony  to  the  December  16,  1976  U.  S. 
Senate  Hearing  on  the  Sohlo  project  and  a  copy  of  the  ARB  staff's  preliminary  analy- 
sis of  the  project,  also  presented  at  that  hearing.     Mr.   Qulnn's  testimony  serves 
best  to  summarize  our  concerns  with  the  project  with  respect  to  air  quality.     The 
preliminary  staff  analysis  is  a  detailed  estimate  of  the  magnitude  and  character- 
istics of  air  pollution  from  operating  the  proposed   facility.     He  request  that  these 
two  documents  to  be  included  with  the  following  comments  as  part  of  our  review  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  the 
proposed  Sohlo  project. 

General 

The  contention  1n  the  DEIS  that  purging  will  not  occur  because  enforcement 
personnel  or  electronic  surveillance  could  ensure  that  the  inertlng  system 
on  the  tanker  Is  employed  during  unloading  is  Incorrect.   Purging  is  the 
flushing  of  the  cargo  tanks  with  inert  gas  to  remove,  or  reduce  to  low 
concentrations,  the  hydrocarbons  1n  the  storage  tanks  after  unloading.  It 
is  undertaken  both  to  improve  safety  and  to  allow  personnel  to  enter  the 
cargo  tank  for  maintenance.  Therefore,  purging  could  be  conducted  either 
In  port  or  at  sea  while  1n  the  shipping  lanes  south  of  Point  Conception. 
It  has  not  been  demonstrated  that  Callfornlan  governmental  agencies  can 
adopt  enforceable  regulations  to  prohibit  purging,  or  even  that  such  regu- 
lations are  desirable  1f  purging  will  improve  safety.   Commitments  by 
Sohlo  not  to  purge  cannot  be  extended  to  non-Soh1o  tankers  that  would  use 
the  terminal.  And  finally,  1f  the  terminal  were  sold  by  Sohlo,  1t  1s  not 
clear  that  an  undertaking  by  Sohlo  not  to  purge  would  be  honored  by  the 
purchaser.   Purging  emissions  could  be  as  nigh  as  93  tons  1n  a  24-hour 
period  compared  to  emissions  of  1.4  tons  per  day  from  other  sources,  so 
the  possible  environmental  Impact  Is  greatly  understated  If  they  are  not 
included. 

Chapter  4,  of  Section  4.2.2  Indicates  that  mitigation  measures  to  reduce 
air  pollution  from  oil  tankers  may  be  available.  The  Air  Resources  Board 
Is  particularly  Interested  In  mitigation  measures  that  could  prevent  the 
purging  of  cargo  tanks,  or  the  Introduction  of  ballast  water  Into  cargo 
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tanks  at  all  times  when  the  vessels  are  upwind  of  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin,  at  least  as  far  as  Point  Conception.  The  Air  Resources  Board 
1s  also  anxious  to  ensure  that  vessels  will  use  clean  boiler  fuels, 
such  as  fuel  with  not  more  than  0.251  sulfur,  at  all  such  locations. 

The  DEIS  discussion  is  somewhat  ambiguous,  and  appears  to  suggest 
that  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  has  legal  Jurisdiction  to 
promulgate  and  enforce  regulations  requiring  such  mitigation  measures. 

The  extent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  California  Air  Resources  Board 
over  vessel  equipment  and  operations  affecting  air  quality  has  not,  to 
our  knowledge,  been  definitively  resolved.  If  the  Department  of  Interior 
concludes  that  the  A1r  Resources  Board  has  jurisdiction  to  promulgate 
and  enforce  such  regulations,  notwithstanding  the  Federal  Ports  and 
Waterways  Safety  Act,  and  the  Interstate  Commerce  Clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution,  then  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  clearly 
explain  the  legal  basis  for  this  conclusion. 

If  the  Department  of  Interior  does  not  conclude  that  California  A1r 
Resources  Board  has  such  legal  jurisdiction,  then  the  discussion  of 
mitigation  measures  should  be  revised  to  11st  as  responsible  agencies, 
only  those  Federal  agencies,  or  state  agencies,  if  any,  that  possess 
such  legal  jurisdiction. 

Estimates  of  emissions  of  pollutants  from  tankers  as  they  travel  In 
the  Santa  Barbara  Channel  while  approaching  or  departing  from  Long  Beach 
should  be  reported  In  the  DEIS.   The  direction  of  the  prevailing  winds 
1n  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel  are  such  that  pollutants  released  from 
tankers  while  traveling  In  the  Channel  will  flow  Inland  to  the  Ventura 
and  Los  Angeles  areas. 

It  will  take  a  tanker  traveling  at  16.5  knots  7.5  hours  to  reach  Point 
Conception  after  leaving  the  Port  of  Long  Beach.  During  this  time,  a 
120,000  DWT  non-Sohlo  tanker  burning  31  sulfur  fuel,  such  as  described 
1n  the  DEIS,  would  discharge  approximately  6500  pounds  of  sulfur  dioxide 
and  1400  pounds  of  nitrogen  oxides. 

Volume  5  of  the  report  to  BLM  by  Environmental  Research  and  Technology 
states  that  "regional  and  long  term  Impact  of  the  project  would  be  to 
reduce  total  SO?  levels  existing  in  the  basin  as  a  result  of  tankship 
offloading."  This  statement  1s  based  on  the  assumption  that  foreign 
crude  oil  Imports  of  up  to  465,000  barrels  per  day  will  be  displaced  by 
North  Slope  crude  oil,  and  that  the  emissions  from  the  foreign  flag 
ships  have  higher  emissions  than  the  tankers  carrying  North  Slope  crude 
oil.  While  some  foreign  oil  used  by  Los  Angeles  refineries  may  be  dis- 
placed by  North  Slope  Alaskan  oil,  it  is  not  at  all  clear  at  this  time 


Claire  T.  Dedrick 


January  10,  1977 


Claire  T.  Dedrick 


January  10,  1977 
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how  much  oil  w1l  be  displaced.  Much  of  the  foreign  oil  Imported  Into 
Los  Angeles  Is  low-su  fur  Indonesian  crude  which  could  not  be  displaced 
without  an  unacceptable  Impact  on  air  pollution  In  the  South  Coast  Air 

w1ri"„mShrV^'  EU  i"1!5  ""'  KS  crude  °"  «*  displace  foreign  crude. 
With  probable  changes  In  tanker  design.   It  Is  not  at  all   certain  that 

rJrr!<LCrr^nf, """"??  °"  "" '   h*v<!  mre  «"'ss1ons  than  tankers 
carrying  North  Slope  oil. 

™%""*Placement-of-fore1gn-o1l  «"1ss1ons-reduct1on  argument  appears  to 
be    "correct  because  regulations  that  would  limit  emissions  from  the 

S™  ^'\rL.tC"''dJPP  y  ">"'"*  to  fore,9n  f,«9  ts"ke"  and  therefore 
there  would  be  no  reduction  1n  emissions. 

4ll         f„"1J!9*ti?"  ""sure  that  's  "<>•  discussed  In  the  DEIS  1s  that  of 
I         l,r.J  "9  »     l,t;^"<?'•  SJy'  at  Morro  ""•  a"d  transporting  the  oil  by 
I         pipeline  to  Redlands,  thereby  eliminating  emissions  at  Long  Beach. 

The  DEIS  should  estimate  the  power-plant  emissions  associated  with  the 

a?  »ute,LK !V.?l dmand  i'  fhe  pr°Ject-  n  ,s  p™b.bi«1h«  SoiS? 

that  would  be  used  by  pump  stations  located  In  California  would  bTsup- 
pMed  by  electrical  generation  plants  located  in  the  South  Coast  Air 


44 


45 


46 


thi^ddifC?  IJl  TJ    ?  °f  «st,™t1ng  the  Missions  associated  with 
til,.?,   J  ona  ,d™"d  lSrto  "SIJK  th"  «"   P,a"ts  supplying  power  to 
flowed  „.*<£        r""""  °i5  ?erCent  SU,fur  fu"-     ™s  ™thodology  was 
followed  by  Soclo-Economlc  Systems.   Inc.  and  Environmental   Feasibility 

utn m«  ?^<co?traStorLtVhe  Port  of  Lon9  Be,ch  '""  s"te  Public 
Utilities  Commission  for  the  State  EIR.  The  significance  of  Including 
these  project-related  emissions  Is  apparent:     sulfur  d1o«1de.  4663  lbs 

Er  H*i;  ^"  ""J!5,  2  ?4  ,bs-  per  *>*■  Paniculate  matter.  273  lbs. 
per  day;  and  hydrocarbons.   178  lbs.  per  day. 

tanto«S.!S0;idfrPO[5  "'"J""5  fr«"  ballasting  Into  cargo  tanks  while 
tankers  are  In  the  shipping  lanes  south  of  Point  Conception.     The  DEIS 
I,  It.      I,  "    r  ^"'"'"S  «"ss1ons  assuming  that  ballast  equal   to  20J 
of  the  ship  s  dead  weight  tonnage  would  normally  be  required  to  leave 
ifetK1h*n^"H^T!T;.b;1,"St  Tunt,n9  "  •PPr°»l™tely  3S  percent 
''*  sMp  *  *<?">  "1Jht  tonnage  Is  normally  required  for  safe  sea 
passage.     Therefore,  ships  with  partially  segregated  ballast  caoacltv 
such  as  the  Sohlo  80  000  D«T  tankers,  would  takl  the  add  tonail,  last 
Po1nt™PJcept^.  ,e  ^  Sh'P  ,S  '"  thC  sMpP""  "n«5  »"'""' 

ll^.1.™^:6-'  °!  Vo,,JK  5  of  tre  ERT  reP°rt.  referlng  to  air  quality 
PhaPse  I  £V£  T?Jf  "  th?  yMr  200°  (Pnase  ">•  "°  comparison  of  * 
Phase  I  to  Phase  II  emissions  1s  made,     we  suggest  that,  to  make  this 
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comparison,  a  table  of  maximum  hourly  and  maximum  dally  values,  adjacent 
to  their  respective  statistical  frequencies  of  occurrences,  be  presented. 
The  maximum  emission  values  would  show  an  increase  from  Phase  I  to  Phase  II 
as  a  consequence  of  the  addition  of  the  fourth  berth  and  the  statistical 
frequencies  of  maximum  hourly  and  maximum  dally  occurrences  from  Phase  I 
to  Phase  II  should  show  an  Increase  as  well. 


Emissions  from  the  hotelHng  mode  of  tanker  operation  are  excluded  from 
the  DEIS  because  they  are  judged  as  Insignificant.     While  they  may  appear 
small   In  comparison  to  pumping  emissions,  they  should  still   be  reported. 

Page  120  of  Volume  5,  A1r  Quality,  paragraph  1,  states  that  only  the  U.  S. 
currently  requires  segregated  ballast  for  tankers  over  70,000  0WT  delivered 
after  December  31,  1977. 

The  Inter-Governmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organization  (IMC0)  has 
also  passed  such  requirements  for  new  ships,  where  a  new  ship  is  defined 
as  one  for  which: 


(a)    a  contract  for  construction  is  placed  after  December  31,  1975;  or 

at  a  similar  stage 


(b)     1n  absence  of  a  contract,  the  keel   1s  laid  or  Is 
of  construction  after  June  30.  1976;  or 


(c)  delivery  1s  after  December  31.  1979;  or 

(d)  raajor  conversion  Is  undertaken. 

Page  127  of  Volume  5.  A1r  Quality,  Paragraph  3,  concludes  that  some  non- 
quantifiable  impacts  could  be  caused  by  unavoidable  problems  with  project 
operations,  such  as  accidental  fires  associated  with  oil  spills,  and  that 
this  type  of  emission  should  not  cause  a  significant  Impact  on  suspended 
particulate  matter  levels  1n  the  South  Coast  A1r  Basin. 

An  oil  spill  fire  could  be  oxygen  deficient  and  would  result  In  the  re- 
lease of  large  amounts  of  black  smoke.  A  fire  of  this  type  can  have  severe 
consequences  on  air  quality,  particularly  If  It  Is  accompanied  with  adverse 
meteorological  conditions.  Even  1f  the  spill  does  iwt  become  Ignited,  air 
quality  will  suffer  greatly  from  the  evaporation  of  large  volumes  of  hydro- 
carbons (this  same  conclusion  Is  reached  on  oxidant  Impact  on  page  3-126 
of  the  report). 

Page  3-123,  second  paragraph,  third  sentence,  states  "Recent  estimates  by 
Chicago  Bridge  and  Iron  (CBI),  the  manufacturer  of  the  tanks  for  the  pro- 
posed project,  yield  emission  rates  which  are  17  to  28  percent  of  those 
predicted  by  the  API  method  with  the  variation  depending  on  the  average 
oil   level   In  the  tank  (CBI,  1976)." 
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It  1$  not  at  all  certain  that  the  tests  by  CBI  have  shown  that  emission 
rates  are  17  to  28  percent  of  those  predicted  by  API  formula  2517.     If 
the  amount  of  emissions  measured  during  the  tests  of  the  20-foot  diameter 
tank  at  Plalnfleld,   Illinois  are  compared  with  the  amount  of  emissions 
estimated  by  API  2517  for  the  20-foot  diameter  test  tank,  then  the 
results  would  be  close.     CBI,  to  obtain  the  17  to  28  percent  amount, 
linearly  extrapolated  the  results  from  the  20-foot  diameter  test  tank 
to  the  273-foot  diameter  Sohlo  tank.     The  API  formula  uses  as  exponent 
of  1.5  on  the  ratio  of  diameters  up  to  150  feet,  and  linearly  above  150 
feet.     Furthermore,  API  2517  formula  uses  a  non-Hnear  relationship  on 
RVP.     The  validity  of  a  linear  extrapolation  of  the  results  from  the 
20-foot  diameter  tank  has  not  been  experimentally  demonstrated.     The 
non-linear  relationship  In  the  API  formula  2517  was  based  on  tests. 
Further  tests  are  clearly  required  before  a  departure  from  the  use  of 
the  API  formula  2517  1s  acceptable. 

Enclosures 

cc:     Ell  Chernow 

•1111am  H.   Lewis,  Jr. 

«.   Lockett  (with  copy  of  printout) 


Claire  Oedrlck 
Resources  Agency 
1416  MntB  Street 
Sacramento,  CA    95814 
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Svbw.    CtmrlEHTS  ON  THE  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM:     VALOEZ.  ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND. 
TEXAS  DRAFT  EIS.  SCH  NO.    76120785 


The  proposed  project  1l  Intended  to  deliver  560.000  barrels  per  day  of  sour, 
heavy  North  Slope  crude  oil  to  Midland.  Texas,  and  200.000  barrels  dally  to 
Los  Ange'«  area  refineries.     It  will  be  shipped  via  tanker  from  Valdez. 
Alaska     to  the  Port  of  Long  8each  and  from  there  through  pipelines  to  the 
local   refineries  or  to  Midland.     The  first  flows  are  expected  In  1978.     The 
project  consists  of  construction  of  three  fixed  tanker  berths  (for  tankers 
In  the  80.000-165,000  DWT  class),  six  floating  roof  str-age/suroe  crude  tanks 
(615.000  barrels  each),  and  supporting  facilities  at  Pier  J  1n  Long  Beach 
Harbor    a  new  pipeline  to  two  new  floating  roof  tanks  (615.000  barrels  each) 
at  ARCO's  Hynes  Terminal.  11.3  miles  by  a  route  along  the  Los  Angeles  River 
Flood  Control  Channel  will  also  be  constructed.     From  hynes  200.000  barre  s 
per  day  will  go  to  local  refineries  and  the  rest  via  a  converted  gas  pipeline 
through  Redlands.  California,  and  eastward  to  Midland,  Texas. 

Recommendations 

The  final  Impact  statement  should  Include  more  Information  on  energy  conserva- 
tion, geology,  water  quality,  Impacts  of  oil  spills,  the  socioeconomic  Impli- 
cations, and  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

General  Comments 

In  qeneral,  the  draft  EIS  Is  a  well-written  document.     It  1s  well  referenced 
and  fairly  well  organized.     However,  numerous  discussions  art.  very  generalized, 
not  referrlnq  to  specific  Impacts,   locations  or  events.     Similarly,  a  few  of  the 
Impacts  are  not  put  Into  perspective  >o  show  their  relative  consequences. 

Specific  Comments 
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Energy  Conservation  -  The  draft  EIS  Included  no  discussion  of  measures 
to  reduce  wasteful.  Inefficient,  or  unnecessary  consumption  of  energy 
by  the  entire  project.  It  Is  evident  that  the  marine  termlne  and  pipe- 
line will  consume  relatively  large  amounts  of  energy.  It  Is  likely 
that  several  design,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  features 
could  be  used  to  reduce  this  consumption  by  some  amount.  The  final 


Claire  Dedrlck 
January  3,  1977 
Page  2 


Claire  Dedrlck 
January  3,  1977 
Page  3 


51  I  EIS  six 

I  Incorpi 
lellmln. 


should  Identify  these  measures,  designate  which  measures  will  be 
ncorporated  Into  the  project  and  reasons  why  the  others  were 
"  leted. 
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Geology  -  The  following  areas  require  correction,  further  data,  or 
explanations: 

The  marine  structural  geology  described  (pages  2-52  to  54)  Is 
wholly  oriented  to  on-land  faults,  several  of  which  veer  Into  the 
ocean  (Palos  Verdes,  Newport-Inglewood)   sucn  as  shown  on  page  2-55. 
However,   the  continental   borderlands  offshore  from  Long  Beach 
Harbor  contain  additional  faults  whose  activity  and  potential  for 
affecting  the  project  through  ground-shaking,  liquefaction,  selchlng, 
or  tsunami  generation  should  not  be  overlooked.     Data  on  the  offshore 
structural  setting  should  be  Included. 

Since  the  Palos  Verdes  fault  appears  to  cross  within  a  mile  and  a 
half  of  the  proposed  terminal,  a  more  complete  description  of  1t 
and  possible  sub-parallel   strands  as  well  as  an  Indication  of 
probable  Impacts  from  movement  along  these  faults  should  be 
Included.     Details  of  the  Inshore  studies  of  Converse  and  Davis 
and  offshore  studies  by  U.S.  Geologic  Survey  personnel  should  be 
utilized  1n  setting  description. 

A  more  appropriate  definition  of  fault  activity  (page  2-57)  should 
be  utilized  (such  as  that  of  the  NRC)  In  describing  and  analyzing 
faults  related  to  the  project. 

The  proximity  of  the  Palos  Verdes  fault  to  the  port  facilities 
should  be  Indicated  (page  2-57).     As  a  result  of  Its  proximity 
a  more  adequate  treatment  of  it  should  be  made  (e.g.  micro- 
seismic  analysis,  etc.).     The  CabrUlo  Fault  which  does  rupture 
surface  materials  should  also  be  discussed.     Analysis  of  this 
fault  should  be  included. 

It  appears  that  only  two  major  systems  are  at  present  being 
considered  with  respect  to  pipeline  design.     Some  of  the  minor 
faults  Indicated  such  as  the  San  Jose,  which  exhibits  as  much 
as  two  feet  of  vertical  displacement  of  Holocene  materials,  may 
also  be  of  Interest.     Clarification  of  the  term  "significant 
offset"  1s  required.     Additional  data  with  respect  to  past  offset 
on  those  minor  faults  which  Intersect  the  pipeline  1s  appropriate. 
Any  preconstructlon  exploratory  phases  with  respect  to  such  faults 
should  also  be  Included.     A  map  or  maps  of  adequate  scale  which 
Illustrate  such  Intersections  1s  also  needed. 
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No  Indication  Is  given  of  the  seismic  nature  of  the  Palos  Verdes 
fault,  and  little  discussion  of  the  Newport-Inglewood  (page  2-59). 
Since  these  fault  zones  are  so  close  to  the  port  facility,  a  more 
detailed  analysis  of  selsmldty  should  be  submitted. 

How  close  to  the  pipeline  right-of-way  do  various  mineral   resources 
actually  exist  and  to  what  potential  value?    Maps  should  be  Included 
of  potentially  Impactable  sites.     Such  Information  Is  a  key  to 
evaluating  Impacts  discussed  1n  Chapter  3. 

The  statement  "Although  the  period  of  accurate  seismic  records 
(1934  to  1976)  represents  a  very  short  time  In  southern  California 
seismic  history,  the  frequency-magnitude  relationship  of  earthquakes 
shown  on  Figure  2.1.3.3.1-1   Is  considered  sufficiently  accurate  for 
the  purpose  of  statistical  analysis"   (page  2-80)  seems  fallacious 
with  respect  to  current  literature.     Substantiation  by  explanation 
or  citation  1s  required. 

The  above- referenced  figures  do  not  adequately  reflect  the  selsmldty 
potential  of  the  harbor  area,  lying  as  1t  does  so  close  to  the 
Newport-Inglewood  and  Palos  Verdes  fault  zones.     Further  data  or 
analysis  Is  required  to  substantiate  this  point. 

Further  analysis  should  be  performed  to  determine  what  effects  will 
accrue  to  the  site  from  events  on  various  faults  potentially  affecting 
the  site.     The  statement  "Because  soil  or  structural  failure  depends 
on  acceleration,  duration,  and  period,  1t  1s  not  Immediately  obvious 
which  earthquake  will   have  the  most  severe  effect  at  the  harbor" 
(page  2-82)  1s  Inadequate. 

Table  2.1.3.3.1-1   (page  2-82)  lists  the  Palos  Verdes  fault  as  having 
a  maximum  credible  magnitude  of  6.0.     Because  It  differs  from  accepted 
figures  such  as  Greensfelder  (1974)  and  the  Palos  Verdes  1s  so  close 
to  the  Port  Facility  substantiation  1s  requested. 

Liquefaction  1s  an  acknowledged  problem  associated  with  P1er  J 
hydraulic  fill  soils.     The  proposed  <Jens1f1cat1on  of  such  soils  to 
at  least  80%  relative  density  1s  no!  compatible  with  the  90-95X 
relative  densities  required  at  other  recent  tank  sites  1n  the 
Domlnguez  Hills.     Removal  and  recompactlon  1s  mentioned  as  a 
possible  process  for  Increasing  the  site  stability.     A  comparison 
of  the  depth  of  removal  feasible  to  that  needed  to  create  a  stable 
site  should  be  Included  as  well  as  Justification  of  the  801 
relative  density  figure. 
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It  1$  stated  that  the  natural  foundation  soils  tn  the  dredged 
shipping  channels  will  remain  stable  under  two  earthquake 
conditions  (Hewport-Inglewood/San  Andreas).  The  stability  of 
the  sides  of  the  dredged  channels  Is  questioned.  Substantiation 
of  the  performance  of  the  dredge  channel  sides  is  necessary. 

Both  proximal  and  distal  sources  of  tsunamis  should  be  more  compre- 
hensively treated  In  the  EIS.  The  statement  that  vertical  displace- 
ment occurs  on  portions  of  the  Pacific  Coast  "but  not  off  California 
where  fault  displacement  1s  mainly  horizontal"  (page  2-86)  1s 
Inaccurate.  Vertical  displacement  1s  recognized  In  the  Continental 
Borderlands  and  should  be  treated  both  here  and  elsewhere  In  this 
document. 

The  subject  of  seicMng  1s  not  treated.  Analysis  on  possible 
occurrence  and  effects  should  be  submitted. 

If  rupture  widths  and  recency  of  faulting  are  unknown  at  fault  and 
proposed  pipeline  Intersections,  plans  should  be  discussed  for 
obtaining  and  utilizing  this  Information.  Where  known,  the 
Information  should  be  Included.  Haps  Indicating  the  detail  of 
such  Intersections  with  specific  faults  should  be  Included  (page 
2-87  to  90). 

Strong  ground- shaking  analysis  should  Include  the  Sierra  Madre- 
Cucamonga  fault  because  of  Its  potential  for  a  large  magnitude 
seismic  event. 

A  discrepancy  exists  In  the  selection  of  Operational  Level 
Earthquakes  (OLE)  with  respect  to  historical  events  (page  2-92). 
Analysis  of  the  Newport- I nglewood  fault  zone  with  a  maximum 
recorded  event  of  6.3H  leads  to  a  6.25M  OLE  while  analysis  of  the 
San  Jacinto  with  a  maximum  recorded  of  6.5M  leads  to  a  6.75  OLE. 
Further  explanation  1s  required  on  selection  philosophy. 

A  map  showing  the  proposed  crossing  of  the  Puente  Hills  should  be 
Included.  Commentary  on  present  slope  conditions  should  be 
Included  In  order  to  evaluate  Impact  of  proposed  pipeline 
construction. 

Haps  showing  detail  of  pipeline  and  specific  mineral  resource 
should  be  Included  where  resource  1s  believed  to  be  Impactable. 
Estimates  of  potential  resource  areas  affected  by  the  pipeline 
should  be  Included.  Effect  of  preemption  of  resource  by  pipeline 
with  respect  to  local  economy,  such  as  Increased  haulage,  should 
be  Included. 
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Impacts  of  liquefaction  of  the  terminal  facility,  differential 
settlement.   Induced  slash  effects  In  storage  tanks,  slufflng  or 
flowage  of  dredge  channel  walls.  seicMng  within  harbor,  or 
locally  derived  tsunamis  are  not  sufficiently  discussed. 
Description  and  analysis  of  such  potential   Impacts  are  required. 

Impacts  deriving  from  faults  not  considered  In  the  present 
analysis  to  have  "highest  potential  for  displacement"  should  be 
discussed  1n  view  of  additional   Information  required  for  Chapter  2. 
Volumes  of  oil  escaping  at  Involved  crossing  of  "minor"  faults, 
should  ruptures  occur,  needs  to  be  discussed. 

The  statement  that  "valves  will  be  placed  on  either  side  of  fault 
zones"  (page  4-4)  1s  misleading  since  other  sections  of  the  report 
Indicate  only  San  Andreas  and  San  Jacinto  are  so  Included.  Miti- 
gation measures  should  Include  provision  to  position  valves  on  any 
faults  dependent  on  further  geotechnlcal  Investigations  of  all_ 
active  or  suspected  active  faults  Intersecting  the  pipeline. 

Effectiveness  of  proposed  removal  of  Hqueflable  soils,  etc., 
(page  4-14)  needs  substantiation. 

22.     Removal  of  storage  tanks  to  Inland  sites  as  shown  (page  4-15) 

may  not  minimize  seismic  hazard  Inasmuch  as  1t  1s  then  apparently 
closer  to  the  Newport-Inglewood  fault  than  previously.  Additional 
analysis  should  be  Included. 

Water  Quality  -  The  following  areas  should  be  more  adequately  discussed: 

1.  Environmental  Setting  (Chapter  2)  does  not  Include  data  on  existing 
water  quality  of  San  Pedro  Bay.  Discussion  of  physical  character- 
istics (tides,  currents,  etc.)  1s  also  lacking. 

2.  Statement  dismissing  potential  release  of  toxic  materials  1n 
dredging  operations  (page  3-51)  1s  not  adequately  supported. 
Release  of  significant  amounts  of  Hg,  Zn,  Cd,  and  Pb.  as  well 
as  oil,  contained  In  bottom  sediments  poses  a  real  threat  to 
the  bay  environment. 

Oil  Spills  -  Information  on  the  following  should  be  Included: 

1.     Despite  considerable  discussion  of  effects  of  oil   spills  In 
general,  the  report  does  not  project  actual   Impacts  which  would 
result  from  spills  of  given  volumes  at  specific  locations  -  e.g. 
San  Pedro  Bay,  Colorado  River  at  pipeline  crossing,  etc.     The 
OEIS  states  that  no  modeling  of  specific  oil   spills  has  been 
done  for  the  tanker  route  off  California  (page  3-80).     It  1s  our 
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qq  ■  understanding  that  a  "sea  leg"  environmental   evaluation  by  Tetra- 

Tech  was  prepared  for  BLM  on  oil  spm   probabilities  and  trajector- 
ies.    This  must  be  distributed  for  comment  before  a  final  EIS  Is 
Issued  and  not  merely  Inserted  In  the  final  EIS.     In  addition, 
BLM,  EPA.  WDGA  and  OPR  have  prepared  oil   spill   probability  and 
trajectory  data  as  part  of  the  offshore  O11/0CS  leasing  efforts 
■         These  should  be  Incorporated  where  applicable  Into  the  EIS. 

31 1  2.     Specific  measures  to  be  enacted  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  spills 
I         at  various  locations  are  also  Inadequately  treated. 

Sodo-Economlc 


14.  The  DEIS  does  not  examine  Indirect  Impacts.  It  mentions  that  there 
would  be  a  possible  end  to  the  export  of  refined  petroleum  products 
from  California  to  Arizona  with  the  building  of  new  refinery  facili- 
ties at  Tucson  or  Phoenix  (page  3-391).  Presumably,  this  means  the 
pipeline  would  allow  the  California  refinery  market  to  be  tapped, 
but  no  mention  Is  made  of  any  socio-economic  consequences  of  this 
possible  reduction  In  the  California  market. 

15.    The  DEIS  lacks  discussion  of  public  health  effects.    The  only  dis- 
cussion 1s  on  the  effects  of  the  project  on  public  health  services. 
Given  the  recent  history  of  tanker  disasters,  this  seems  to  be  an 
untenable  deficiency. 
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The  discussion  of  energy  supply  and  demand  beginning  on  page  2-953 
states  that  the  projected  natural  gas  supply  and  demand  Includes  the 
effects  of  deregulation,"   but  does  not  state  how  much  would  be 
supplied  through  each  pipeline.     It  also  does  not  Indicate  how 
California  would  receive  Alaskan  North  Slope  gas  1f,   1)  an  overland 
pipeline  system  without  a  western  leg  1s  constructed,  and  2)   If  west 
Texas/eastern  New  Mexico  gas  Is  sent  by  "displacement"  through  the 
El  Paso  Transwestern  system.     The  FEA  Alaska  011  Disposition  Study 
on  natural   gas  supply  should  also  be  incorporated  1n  the  EIS.      Based 
on  these  deficiencies,  the  EIS  does  not  support  the  conclusion  that 
the  proposed  project  would  probably  not  reduce  the  availability  of 
natural  gas  to  California. 

On  page  3-396,  the  DEIS  notes  that  the  average  dally  send  out  of  gas 
may  be  110X  of  the  capacity  of  the  remaining  El   Paso  pipeline  In 
1983  under  the  most  optimistic  assumptions.     This  may  understate 
the  potential   Impact  of  the  project  on  the  availability  of  natural 
gas  to  California.     The  final   EIS  should  discuss  alternative  methods 
of  mitigating  the  Impacts  of  this  potential  deficiency  1n  capacity. 
Such  Impacts  could  Include  Increased  cost  of  natural  gas  to  California 
If  additional  pipeline  capacity  needs  to  be  constructed,  or  decreased 
air  quality  and  reliability  of  supply  1f  no  additional  capacity  Is 
constructed.  ' 

The  DEIS  doe:,   not  properly  put  Into  context  some  of  the  quantified 
data:     a)   the  analysis  of  Impacts  on  the  South  Coast  fisheries  by 
hypothetical  oil  spills  failed  to  place  Into  perspective  the  degree 
of  Impact  on  the  total  catch;  b)  the  terminal  will  provide  Los  Anqeles 
and  Long  Beach  area  between  $48.6-161.5  million  In  direct  revenue 
The  time  frame  Is  not  made  clear  nor  the  significance  of  such  an 
Increase  1n  " 


07  1 1.   The  final   EIS  should  discuss  foreign  crude  oil  exchanges  with  Japan 
°*  I       as  an  alternative  to  the  project. 

12.   Each  pipeline  and  marine  terminal  alternative  should  be  compared  for 
their  relative  economic  and  energy  costs;  e.g..  capital  costs,  costs 
of  delivery  per  barrel  from  Alaska  to  Midwest  refinery  regions, 
especially  Chicago,  and  network  wellhead  values. 

I  3.  The  final  EIS  should  address  the  energy  consumption  of  the  various 

alternatives  as  well  as  an  analysis  on  the  Impact  of  the  proposed 

mitigation  measures,  plus  mitigation  measures  for  the  Impact  on 

■       natural  gas  supplies  on  the  various  alternatives. 

S4.  The  "no  action  alternative"  should  be  expanded  and  Incorporate 
foreign  exchanges.     This  should  Include  a  discussion  of  Intensified 
I       conservation  programs  as  an  alternative  or  partial  alternative  to  the 
I       proposed  project. 

J  5.  The  final  EIS  should  address  the  project's  relationship  with  alter- 
native energy  sources,  such  as  solar  energy,  as  well  as  conservation 
programs. 

qoI6    Th*  f1nal  EIS  should  discuss  the  feasibility  of  offshore  siting  of 
™Z|       the  terminal  and  Identify  associated  costs  and  Impacts. 

Due  to  the  limited  review  period  and  the  denial  of  a  request  for  an  extension, 
the  above  comments  are  the  result  of  only  a  cursory  staff  review.     More  time 
Is  needed  to  adequately  evaluate  the  effects  of  oil  spills,  alternatives,  energy 
conservation,  and  future  Impacts  on  natural  gas  supplies.     In  order  to  Indicate 
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current  Energy  Commission  staff  concerns  on  these  Issues,  two  draft  reports  on 
fossil  fueJ   Issues  are  attached.     Similarly,   the  Commissioners'   recent 
resolution  on  LMG  Is  attached  to  Indicate  their  concerns  on  this  related 
Issue.     The  Coeanlssloners  may  wish  to  further  comment  on  this  project  at  a 
future  date. 


JAKES  A.  WALKER 


Project  Manager 

U.S.    Department  of   Interior 

Bureau  of   Land  Management 

EIS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  CA  90720 

Reference :  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 


January  ?5,  1977 


RLT:nwt> 
Attachments 


The  Coastal  Commission  of  the  State  of  California  (CCC)  hereby  submits 
Its  comments  with  respect  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas* 

The  comments  presented  herein  represent  the  views  of  the  Coastai  Commis- 
sion staff  only,  the  State  and  Regional  Commissions  are  made  up  of  part- 
time  Commissioners,  and  meet  only  twice  monthly.   The  pressures  of  on- 
going coastal  permit  review  proceedings  and  initiation  of  the  Local 
Coastal  Plan  Certification  Programs  have  precluded  actual  Commission 
review  of  the  Draft  EIS.   Therefore,  the  California  Coastal  Commission's 
formal  position  on  the  siting  of  a  tanker  terminal  and  distribution 
system  for  Alaskan  crude  oil  along  the  California  coastline  must  remain 
that  presented  directly  in,  or  inferable  from,  the  California  Coastal 
Act  of  1976,  copies  of  which  have  already  been  provided  to  your  office. 

The  policies  of  the  State  with  respect  to  providing  port-related  devel- 
opments consistent  with  coastal  protection  in  the  port  areas  of  the 
State  are  set  forth  in  Chapter  8,  Article  1  of  the  Coastal  Act.   The 
policies  in  this  article  should  be  given  particular  attention  by  your 
technical  team  as  bearing  most  directly  on  the  selection  and  design  of 
the  applicant's  proposal.   Policies  specific  to  areas  mentioned  as 
possible  alternatives  to  the  Long  Beach  proposal,  within  the  State  of 
California,  would  be  governed  by  Chapter  3  of  the  Co?stsl  Act. 


Scope  of  Study 

There  appears  to  be  some  discrepancy  between  the  scope  of  the  project 
as  portrayed  in  the  State's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  BLM'f 
statement.   Specifics  have  been  identified  in  comments  from  the  State 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  Lead  Agency  on  the  State  Draft,  to  yc  ■ 
project  manager. 

The  Executive  Summary  volume  of  the  TlEIS  also  appears  to  have  some  minor 
inconsistencies  with  the  main  body  of  the  statement. 


Project  Manager 


January  25,  1977 


•Project  Manager 


Januarv  25,  1977 
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It  is  our  understanding  that  several  supplementary  studies  were  availa- 
ble for  review  and  comment  to  selected  institutions  and  individuals. 
In  this  regard,  it  is  of  utmost  importance  that  these  additioml  mater- 
ials, particularly  as  they  might  pertain  to  issues  the  Coastal  Commis- 
sion will  be  considering  during  future  permit  evaluations,  be  given 
wide  circulation,  and  incorporation  into  the  final  statement.   Of  special 
interest  to  the  Coastal  Commission  is  the  six  volume  study  prepared  for 
the  "sea-leg"  portion  of  the  proposal  for  the  Corps,  of  Engineers  by 
Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  but  not  included  in  the  draft  document. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  project's 
contracted  work  was  involved  in  the  preparation  of  this  "supplemental" 
report.   What  distribution  was  this  work  given  and  who  has  the  respon- 
sibility for  the  sea-leg  work  included  in  the  published  draft,  the 
Corps,  of  Engineers  or  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management? 

Relationship  Between  Project  and  Other  California  Coastal  Energy  Development 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  place  the  proposed  crude  oil  transportation 
activities  along  the  California  coastline  in  the  context  of  other  pres- 
sures for  energy-related  development  along  the  coast.   Of  greatest  sig- 
nificance in  this  regard  are  (a)  the  planned  LNC  traffic  presentlv  pro- 
grammed for  areas  along  the  coastline  which  will  add  substantially  to 
vessel  traffic  along  the  same  routes  planned  for  the  oil  tanker  fleet; 
and  (b)  offshore  oil  development  in  the  Santa  Barbara  channel  and  in 
the  Southern  California  borderlands  area.   New  development  in  the  Santa 
Barbara  channel  may  result  in  as  many  as  10-21  new  platforms,  additiona1 
service  vessel  traffic,  and  additional  oil  tankering  and  barging;  fur- 
ther exploratory  drilling  in  the  channel  will  create  further  hazards. 
Some  of  the  leases  programmed  for  exploratory  activities  lie  either 

I  within  or  between  the  channel  shipping  lanes.   In  the  Southern  California 

I  borderlands  area,  the  leases  thought  most  promising  lie  directly  out- 
ide  the  mouth  of  San  Pedro  Harbor;  lease  development  will  have  to  be 
arefully  coordinated  with  vessel  traffic  planning.   The  BLM  should 

I  present  it's  consideration  of  navigational  routes  and  navigational  aid 
systems  within  this  expanded  context.   This  is  of  particular  importance 

I  if  the  intent  is  to  route  the  crude  oil  tankers  through  the  Santa  Bar- 
ara  channel. 

I  The  Draft  EIS  presents  evidence  that  the  crude  oil  distribution  system 
will  substantially  add  to  electric  power  requirements  in  the  South  Coast 
area.   The  same  is  true  for  at  least  some  of  the  offshore  oil  development 
now  moving  forward.   The  DEIS  should  reflect  an  awareness  of  the  aggre- 
gate impacts  of  electric  power  requirements  growth  along  the  coast  re- 
lated to  coastal  energy  development,  and  identify  the  potential  for 
joint  planning. 


the  "worst  case"  accident  is  as  severe  as  described  and  if  there  are 
feasible  siting  alternatives  that  can  altogether  avoid  tKe  possibility 
if  a  disaster  that  could  cause  substantial  hazard  to  public  health  or 
loss  of  life,  then  prudence  requires  protection  of  the  public  safety, 
even  at  a  substantially  greater  cost  in  dollars  and  in  adverse  effviron- 
■nental  impacts,  by  consideration  of  alternate  terminal  sites  away  from 
population  concentrations. 

The  Coastal  Commission  staff  feels  strongly  that  since  the  public  health 
issue  is  paramount,  since  the  preoccupation  with  safety  skews  facility 
siting  strategy,  and  since  discrepencies  in  health  risk  conclusions  are 
causing  great  confusion  among  public  policy  makers,"  it  is  incumbent  in 
the  BLM  staff  in  this  DEIS  to  contribute  to  the  resolution  of  the  con- 
flict among  experts,  and  not  to  add  further  to  the  problem  by  inadequate 
treatment  of  thejniblic  health  issue. 

Adequate  treatment  of  the  safety  issue  would  include  at  least  the  fol- 
lowing r 

1(a)  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  "emissions  trade-off"  proposal 
to  include  a  complete  Inventory  of  all  possible  trade-offs 
should  the  Hvnes  Tank  Farm  scenario  not  come  to  pass. 

1(b)  a  risk  analysis  of  several  recent  events  such  as  the 
Sansinena  explosion  and  fire  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor  (1976); 
the  ramming  of  an  offshore  oil  platform  by  an  oil  tanker 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  (1975);  the  recent  rash  of  tanker 
break-ups  and  grouding  along  the  Atlantic  Seaboard. 

In  conclusion,  the  Coastal  Commission  staff  does  not  feel  that  the  Draft 
EIS  has  sufficiently  dealt  with  the  safety  and  other  public  health 
related  potential  impacts. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Draft  EIS. 


Sincerely,/" 


State  Resources  Agency 
Joseph  Bodovitz 
Mel  Carpenter 
File 


Primacy  of  the  Safety  Issue 

In  reviewing  the  "worst  case"  scenarios  projected  in  the  DEIS  the 
Coastal  Commission  and  staff  developed  a  strong  sense  that  if  the  nature 
and  degree  of  risks  are  as  subject  to  dispute  as  they  indee3~are;  if_ 
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Comment 

The  700,000  bbl/day  figure  cited  herein 
includes  Alaska's  royalty  share  of  the 
production.   SOHIO's  actual  "share"  will 
be  563,640  bbl/day.   Unless  BLM  is 
certain  that  SOHIO  will  be  transporting 
Alaska's  royalty  oil,  this  figure  should 
be  used  throughout  the  EIS.   Furthermore, 
since  SOHIO's  share  is  approximately 
140,000  bbl/day  less  than  the  stated 
amount  involved  in  the  project  (700,000 
bbls),  it  is  certain  that  ships  and 
companies  other  than  SOHIO's  will  be 
using  the  facility.   This  fact  should 
obviously  be  discussed  in  the  EIS. 

I  According  to  the  SOHIO  proposal  and  the 
rcultant  EIR,  the  Hynes  facility  is  to 
be  used  as  the  storage  area  and  the 
initiating  pump  station,  not  Dominguei 
Hills.  Khich  is  it,  and  why  aren't  the 
Hynes  and  other  "alternative"  sites 
discussed  here? 

Availability  of  a  second  30-inch  gas  line 
should  be  substantiated,  not  supposed. 

If  Alaskan  supply  is  less  than  aggregate 
demand,  its  distribution  will  determine 
which  part  of  the  U.S.  will  become  depen- 
dent on  foreign  crude,  i.e.,  transport  to 
the  East  increases  the  West's  dependence 
and  vice-versa. 

This  evaluation  reflects  BLM's  error  as 
stated  in  the  comment  for  page  1,  paragraph 
2,  and  as  such  magnifies  it  throughout  the 
EIS.   In  this  light,  it  may  be  a  very 
serious  misas sumption. 
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ater  used,  the  source  of  such  water,  the 


segments  thereof),  etc.  must  be  answered. 
How  will  the  welds  be  tested  in  the  field? 


Imeans  of  testing  (entire  pipelin 
106|win  independ 


rfith  the  TAPS  line 
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of  a  gate 
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I  The  use  of  a  check  valve  ir 
valve  at  a  stream  crossing 
A  30-inch  or  42-inch  check  valve  can 
induce  high  surge  pressures  and  does 
shut  off  as  tightly  as  a  gate  valve. 


ino|Wha:  about  State 
1U0  |  jurisdiction? 


Lards  Commission 
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All  portions  of  the  line  should  be  hydro- 
statically  tested.   It  would  seem  that  it 
would  be  more  important  to  check  the  old 
sections  of  the  line  than  the  new.   Further- 
more, a  review  of  Appendix  A1.0  shows  that 
certain  sections  of  the  existing  30-inch 
gas  line  can  be  expected  to  have  leaks 
from  welds  and  corrosion  pits.   Reports 
of  tests  made  during  the  period  1968-73 
show  a  history  of  leaks  from  w  Id  joints 
and  from  the  effects  of  corrosion. 
Again,  the  existing  gas  lines  should  be 
retested  hydrostat ical ly  to  1.25  times 
the  new  working  pressure  of  the  pipeline 
in  accordance  with  Federal  Department  of 
Transportation  regulations  before  placing 
it  in  service. 

nnlTnis  paragraph  should  be  revised  to  reflect 
■  ,ulexisting  law. 

.1.1 


|The  Port  Hueneme  alternative  would  entail 

the  conversion  of  an  existing  ARCO  20-inch 
■gas  line  and  thus  little  new  pipeline 
Iwould  be  required. 


we  have  maintained  in  comments  on  the 
te  EIR,  if  dredge  spoils  from  the 
112lS0HI0  Pr°Ject  are  used  to  extend  Pier  J 
*|southward,  such  filling  is  therefore  a 
[direct  result  of  the  SOHIO  Project  and 
las  such  must  be  discussed  in  the  EIS. 


SOHIO  EIS  (BLM) 
CHAPTER  2,  VOLUME  1 


General  Climatology 
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General  Climatology 


Severe  Hinds 
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Figure   2.1.3.2.1-1 
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Comment 


The  statement  is  made  that  Southern 
California  winters  are  wet.   The  winters 
are  not  wet.   In  the  port  area  the 
average  annual  rainfall  barely  exceeds 
ten  inches  with  about  two-thirds  occur- 
ring in  the  winter  (exclusive  of  fall 
and  spring).   The  total  cumulative 
winter  rainfall  is  ordinarily  dominated 
by  two  or  three  storms  which  account  for 
at  least  half  of  the  total.   During  more 
than  75%  of  the  winter  days  there  is  no 
measurable  rain.   Therefore,  no  data 
indicate  wet  winters.   In  addition  in  the 
port  area  the  year's  lowest  humidity 
occurs  frequently  during  late  fall  - 
early  winter  "Santa  Anas". 

The  inversion  level  is  frequently  much 
lower  than  2,000  feet.   Several  studies 
have  repoited  mean  inversion  levels 
over  the  ocean  between  800  and  1,200 
feet    This  report  does  say  summer 
inversions  are  strong,  low,  and  persistent. 


These  should  be  emphasized  because 
pollutant  effects  are  much  greater  during 
low  inversions. 

I  The  standard  physiographic  description 
for  the  inland  region  east  of  the 
Southern  California  coast  is  the  Los 
Angeles  Basin,  not  the  Great  Valley  of 
Southern  California . 

The  "Fault  Map  of  the  Port  of  Long  Beach" 
is  considered  to  be  incorrect  for  several 
reasons.   The  Palos  Verdes  fault  is  shown 
about  2  miles  easterly  of  its  actual 
location.   The  P.V.  fault  intersects  the 
breakwater  near  the  eastern  side  of  the 
Angels  Gate.   There  are  several  faults 
or  a  fault  zone  along  the  eastern  bay 
that  are  not  shown. 


I  The  "rebound"  of  previously  subsided 
area  should  be  discussed  as  such  has 
occurred  since  relnjection  activities 
began  in  the  Wilmington  Oil  Field. 
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Comment 

The  section  on  tsunami  hazards  is  incom- 
plete.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  May 
1960  tsunami.   This  event  originated  off 
the  coast  of  Chile  and  accompanied  the 
largest  recorded  modern  earthquake  (co- 
highest  with  Japan  1933).   The  tsunami 
had  much  higher  waves  in  Southern 
California  than  were  recorded  for  March 
1964  (described  in  the  text).   For 
example,  Los  Angeles  Harbor  pier  60 
recorded  3.2  feet  in  1964,  but  the  S.O 
foot  wave  of  1960  was  not  mentioned. 
During  I960,  a  6.1  foot  wave  was  recorded 
at  Terminal  Island,  but  the  report  suggests 
that  4  foot  waves  are  the  highest  expected. 
But  based  on  easily  available  published 
data,  a  6  foot  wave  has  an  expected 
recurrence  Interval  of  100  years  at  631 
risk.   It  is  reasonable  to  consider 
using  the  101  risk  for  a  project  of  this 
magnitude  -  therefore  higher  waves. 

It  is  noted  in  map  2.1.4-A  on  page  S9  of 
the  map  volume  that  the  pipeline  route 
predominantly  crosses  areas  with  soils 
delineated  as  Haplargids  plus  Paleorthids, 
Torr lpsammento,  Paleorgids  and  Calciorthids . 
What  means  or  methods  will  oe  used  to 
minimize  hazards  characteristic  of  these 
groups? 

I  Weather  station  PAPA  appears  to  be  mis- 
located  in  the  text.  Otherwise,  it  does 
not  represent  this  project.   (Text 

I  location  5'N  145*W). 

Table  2.1.5.  1.2-1  causes  considerable 
problems  in  interpretation.   It  is 
described  in  the  text  as  consistent  with 
levels  reported  in  other  parts  of  the 
world's  ocean.   The  table  lists  copper 
as  1.6  -  9.0  mg/1  while  the  world's  ocean 
water  has  only  about  .003  ppm  copper. 
Zinc  is  listed  1.1  -  41.2  mg/1,  but  zinc 
in  the  world's  ocean  is  expected  to  be 
about  .01  ppm.,  etc.,  etc.  for  other 
elements.   It  doesn't  make  sense. 

The  maximum  tidal  height  is  given  as 
7.06  feet  above  M.L.L.W.   It  should  be 
noted  that  other  factors  can  cause  water 
levels  higher  than  the  tidal  level  such 
as  wind  surge,  low  barometer,  and  flood 
runoff.   These  factors  should  be  assessed. 


South  Coastal  Basin 
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Comment 

I  A  statement  is  made  that  Mount  San  Antonio, 
San  Corgonio  and  San  Jacinto  Peak  all 
exceed  11,000  feet.   Neither  Mount  San 
Antonio  nor  San  Jacinto  "Peak  exceed 
11,000  feet. 

Data  on  northwestern  Riverside  County  are 
not  given  in  this  report  and  this  is  a 
gross  omission.   Residents  from  around 
U.  C.  Riverside  are  notorious  for  making 
frequent  smog  complaints  on  radio  and  in 
the  press.   As  shown  in  Figures  2.1.1.2-1, 
2.1.1-2-2,  and  2.1.1.12-3,  the  Los 
Angeles  air  shed  and  particularly  from 
Long  Beach  Harbor  areas  also  includes 
northwestern  Riverside  County. 


A  statement  is  made  that  "a  typical  wind 
trajectory  Is  from  Long  Beach  northward 
and  then  veering  east  toward  the  Pomona 
area".   This  statement  disagrees  with 
data  shown  on  Figures  2.1.1.2-2  and 
2.1.1.2-3. 
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Page 
964 


987 
1000 


Table  2.1.16.5-2   ilsn't  this  table  unrealistic  if  the  price 
126|i?  held  artificially  at  the  same  level  over 

1 14   years? 

Table    2.1.16.5-4       ■Again,    the    table's    figures    are   suspect 

127|because  of  the  economic  bench  mark  used-- 
Ipreembargo  prices. 

All  IThese    figures    and  projections   do  not 

Iseem   realistic    in    light    of   the   anticipated 
128|leas*nS   activities  under  the  new  adminis- 
Itration    and    the   experience,    re:      tracts 
■sold  within   a    sale,    of   BLM  with   Lease 
■  Sale    35. 

Paragraph    2        10Q|Tnis    cost    for  TAPS    is    too    low  even   in 
'"Il97$   dollars. 

Table    2.1.16.5-15 


Demand  and 
Forecast 
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I  Is  OCS  production  more  a  function  of 
acres  leased  or  projected  resource 
availability  irrespective  of  acreage? 


I  This 


Paragraph  1 


132 


133 


section  as  well  as  previous  price 
| figures  on  foreign  oil  is  shaky  to  say 
| the  least.   Foreign  oil  is  already  at 

rice  range  now  assigned  to  the  late 
1 1980s  and  foreign  imports,  according  to 
IFEA  in  August  1976,  would  reach  7+  million 
|barrels.  per  day  in  1976  (much  less  what 
t  might  be  in  1985  -  shown  as  approxi- 
ately  6  million  barrels  per  day  in  198S 
n  this  EIS).   Unless  demand  falls 
| faster  than  domestic  production  rates 

versely  with  price,  the  levels  of 
I  foreign  imports  will  continue  to  rise. 
|Under  current  and  anticipated  situations, 
little  of  the  information  in  this  section, 
as  well  as  the  whole  supply-demand 
discussion,  appears  relevant  or  useful. 

I  According  to  the  State's  Energy  Commission, 
there  will  not  be  any  electrical  generat- 
ing units  using  natural  gas  within  a 
short  period  of  time.   This  and  the  con- 
tents of  this  paragraph  must  be  reconciled. 

I  Upon  what  basis  is  it  assumed  that 
refineries  will  operate  at  only  86.4»  of 
their  "published"  stream  day  capacities? 
Further,  why  do  you  mix  up  production 


Page 


1331 


Last  Paragraph 
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Last  Paragraph 
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per  calendar  day  and  production  per 
stream  day?   Units  of  production  must 
be  consistent  to  have  validity. 

The  Elk  Hills  assumption  is  unwarranted 
founded  based  on  actual  informa- 
sale  experience  and  the  considera- 
tions of  disposition  now  under  consid- 
eration by  the  Navy. 

I  Not  so  -  SOHIO  has  already  made  commit- 
ments which  will  result  in  new  refinery 
capacity  in  close  proximity  to  the  pro- 
posed pipeline  route. 

IRidiculousI   See  April  ?,  197S  issue  of 
the  Oil  and  Gas  Journal  and  the  State 
Lands  Commission  working  paper  - 
California  and  the  Disposition  of 
Alaskan  Oil  and  Gas  for  starters  I 

!  Beyond  questions  as  to  the  validity  of 
information  contained  herein,  there 
appears  to  be  little  raison  d'etre  for 
this  discussion.   One  basic  question 
remains  -  what  effect,  relationship 
or  whatever,  does  this  have  to  the 
SOHIO  Project? 


9-148 


Paragraph   2 


138 


141 


142 


Table  3.1. S. 1.1-1  shows  sediment 
chemistry  of  core  samples.   The  text 
on  P  -  3  -  46  refers  these  samples  to 
figure  2.1.4.1-1.   This  presents  a 
problem  for  a  reviewer  trying  to  locate 
areas  with  bad  quality  sediments.   The 
core  locations  are  given  elsewhere, 
figure  2.1.4.1-2,  but  that  should  be 
noted  on  P  -  3  -  47,  and  not  require  a 
search. 


I  Table  3. 1 . 5. 1 . 1-1 ,  columns  4  and  5  require 
more  complete  explanation.   Do  these 
represent  percentages  of  the  total  sample 
excluding  ♦  (plus)  water,  or  what? 


140 


I Disagreeme 


I  than 


s  made  with  the  statement 
oil  emulsions  "being  more 
can  do  more  damage  onshore 


I  It  should  be  noted  that  the  most  toxic 
components  (therefore  most  damaging) 
are  the  lower  carbon  number  oils,  <-C2Q . 
The  problem  with  water  in  oil  is  that 
when  it  inevitably  gets  back  into  the 
water  column,  it  may  be  saturated  with 
hydrocarbons  and  perhaps  at  toxic  levels. 

The  sections  on  fate  of  oil  present  con- 
flicting points  of  view.   This  probably 
results  from  different  writers  of 
different  sections.   The  sections  on 
effects  of  oil  on  the  biosphere  are  well 
done,  but  the  treatment  on  what  happens 
to  oil  on  the  water  seems  to  miss 
important  factors.   Oil  components  that 
are  dissolved  into  the  water  are  responsi- 
ble for  toxic  effects.   The  text  seems  to 
suggest  that  dissolution  of  oil  produces 
beneficial  effects  by  sinking  it.   (Out 
of  sight  out  of  mind.) 


I  Since  the  weathering  factors  are  extremely 
important  in  relation  to  the  viscosity  of 
the  residual  oil,  shouldn't  these  factors 
then  be  considered  when  modeling  oil  spill 
movement  and  trajectory? 


Reference 
Paragraph  1 

Table  3.1.5.2.2-1 
Paragraph  2 
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I  Will  only  51  of  the  spills  be  detected 
by  the  monitoring  system? 


169 
285 


Paragraph  1 
Figure  3.1.10.1-1 


Last  Paragraph 


The  volumes  of  oil  spilled  by  the  project 
appear  to  be  much  too  small  in  light  of 
the  time  required  for  the  necessary  valves 
to  close'  up  to  10  minutes  (83,000  barrels 
for  longest  time  frame) I 

The  statement  is  made  on  page  3-113  that 
this  DEIS  differs  significantly  with  the 
Port  of  Long  Beach  and  Pacific  Environ- 
mental Services  studies  on  the  air  quality 
impacts.   Differences  that  are  noted  are 
146   basic  assumptions,  methodology  and  "worst 
case"  conclusions.   It  would  seem  that 
this  crucial  issue  merits  further  research 
and  consultation  between  these  experts  of 
differing  viewpoints  to  produce  a  credible, 
reasonable  projection  of  the  air  quality 
that  would  result  from  the  proposed  action. 

1471  !t  aPPears  tnat  a  field  survey  is  necessary 
I  to  substantiate  any  discussion  hereafter. 


The  drawing  appears  to  place  the  storage 
tanks  on  the  proposed  Pier  J  landfill 
rather  than  on  the  existing  Pier  J  as 
proposed. 


1481 

14Q|Port  officials  have  stated  a  figur> 
,H'I  22-24  months  for  terminal  completi 


of 


SOHIO  EIS  (BLM) 
CHAPTERS  4-9,  APPENDICES 


4.1.2,  Number  S 


4-30,31   Colorado  Ri 
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Remote  Control  Valves 


4-54,55  Table  4.2. 
5-10     Groundwate 


Normal  Operation 
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Comment 

What  types  of  valves  will  be  located  on 
each  side  of  the  faults?   If  the  appli- 
cant contemplates  only  using  a  check 
valve  and  a  manual  mainline  block  valve, 
these  could  be  ineffective  in  some 
situations  if  a  rupture  occurred. 

The  mitigation  measures  detailed  herein 
should  in  no  way  be  construed  as  to 
include  all  those  measures  which  may  and 
will  be  required  by  State  agencies  such 
as  the  Stat"  Lands  Commission. 

Since  the  discussion  of  remote-controlled 
valves  is  discussed  here,  the  Commission 
wishes  to  address  another  inadequacy  in 
the  present  design  of  valve  placements. 
The  check  valve  located  on  map  1.1.1-3 
just  west  of  Cabazon  is  totally  ineffec- 
tive, since  the  direction  of  pumped  flow 
is  also  the  direction  of  gravity  flow. 
Further,  the  map  refers  to  all  the  valves 
referred  to  as  remote-controlled  in  the 
text  as  automatic  valves.   Since  there  is 
a  significant  distinction  between  an 
"automatic  valve"  and  a  remote-controlled 
valve,  the  terms  should  not  be  interchanged. 

I  This  table  does  not  reflect  State  Lands 
Commission  jurisdiction  and  involvement. 

The  impacts  to  groundwater  resulting  from 
chronic  small  oil  leaks  from  the  pipeline 
could  be  mitigated  if  the  applicant 
would  line  the  trench  with  an  impermeable 
substance,  where  the  trench  or  pipeline 
crosses  a  recharge  area. 

It  is  stated  that  prohibiting  the  ballast- 
ing into  petroleum  cargo  tanks  may  not  be 
enforceable  because  the  Pier  J  facility 
will  be  designated  as  a  common  carrier 
installation;  the  implication  being  that 
any  tank  vessel  may  off-load  at  the 
facility  whether  it  has  segregated 
ballast  tanks  or  not. 

The  importance  and  need  of  segregated 
ballast  tanks  and  an  inerting  system  to 
displace  volatile  gases  in  the  cargo 
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Soil 

Vegetation 


Natural  Gas 
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tanks  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  recent 
catastrophic  explosion  of  the  tank  vessel 
"Sansinena".   In  addition  to  safer  loading 
and  unloading  operations,  this  system 
reduces  purging  of  cargo  vapor  pollutants 
into  the  Los  Angeles  air  shed. 

Legislation  to  prohibit  tank  vessels  with- 
out these  improvements  from  using  such 
ports  as  Long  Beach  and  Los  Angeles  in 
densely  populated  areas  should  be  considered. 

If  the  proposed  storage/pumping  site  is  not 
located  at  Hynes  and  at  the  Dominguez  Hills 
site  as  suggested  in  the  document,  where 
will  the  trade-off  occur?   Further,  if 
there  is  no  reduction  but  an  increase  in 
imported  oil,  r,'<    trade-off  can  be  considered 
since  the  storage  tanks  which  are  removed 
must  be  substituted  at  another  site.   Thus, 
the  only  mitigation  which  would  result 
would  occur  from  the  removal  of  older  tanks 
and  the  sub'. t i tution  of  newer  tanks. 

Emissions  from  storage  facilities  could 
also  be  reduced  by  constructing  a  combina- 
tion fixed/floating  roof  tank.   Although 
these  tanks  are  expensive,  they  effectively 
reduce  pollutants  by  99.91,  according  to 
an  ARB  communication. 

1  col  What  about  the  effects  to  soils  underlying 
l3°lthe  desert  pavement? 

I  This  discussion  fails  to  treat  the  subject 
of  rare  or  endangered  species .   Since  the 
BLM  has  indicated  they  don't  know  whether 
these  species  exist  or  don't  exist  along 
the  pipeline  route,  it  would  be  appro- 
priate that  the  long-term  impacts  to 
these  species  should  be  considered. 

The  report  fails  to  consider  two  options: 
(1)  Alaskan  and  other  gas  will  be  liquefied, 
enter  into  California,  and  then  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  mid-continent  through  the 
160  E1  Paso  llnes>  C2)  Alaskan  gas  will  be 
piped  to  the  mid-continent  (Alcan  route 
with  no  California  leg)  and  then  addi- 
tional gas  will  be  allocated  to  California 
from  the  Permian  Basin. 


[expansion  of  Pier  J  with  dredging  done 
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Cowmen t 

for  SOHIO.   Since  it  seems  that  these 
projects  are  so  interrelated,  a  more 
detailed  discussion  of  the  environmental 
effects  of  this  expansion  should  be 
included. 

The  document  dismisses  the  alternative 
of  sale  or  trade  of  Alaskan  crude  and 
the  reduction  of  production  much  too 
lightly.   Both  are  quite  feasible  and 
should  be  considered  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  project. 
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Chart 

Cherry  Point 


Paragraph  1  &  2 


Paragraph    3.0 
Table   A2. 1.3.2-1 


icolOn  what  basis   and  by 
**■  these  descriptive   te 
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The  existence  of  manmade  constraints, 

125,000  DWT  limit  into  Puget  Sound, 

should  not  be  used  to  preclude  any 

consideration  of  that  site  for  the 

SOHIO  or  any  other  similar  project. 

Is  it  sufficient  to  only  x-ray  20-40* 
of  the  Southern  California  Gas  line? 
So  what  if  certain  things  were  "the 
practice"?   The  recent  controversies 
over  TAPS  line  welds,  etc.,  should  teach 
the  Federal  Government  something. 


155|Does  th 

■  criteri 


he  existing  gas  line  meet  this 


I  The  table  of  Major  Historic  Earthquakes 
fails  to  list  the  third  largest  California 
earthquake  in  the  twentieth  century,  the 
1927  earthquake  off  Point  Arguello  -  M  7.S. 
This  quake  also  generated  a  tsunami  that 
struck  Surf  and  probably  San  Luis  Obispo 
Bay. 

I  Since  Appendix  A  contains  an  analysis 
of  the  design  of  the  project,  it  would 
seem  appropriate  that  the  BLM  would 
incorporate  the  recommendations  herein 
into  the  mitigation  measures. 
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There  are  continual  references  throughout  the  DEIS  that  the  exact 
nature  and  scope  of  the  project's  Impact  are  unknown  because  the 
applicant's  proposal  is  too  vague  and/or  incomplete.   Since  the 
ralson  d'etre  of  an  DEIS  is  to  discuss  the  environmental  impacts 
of  a  proposed  project,  a  firm  project  would  seem  to  be  a  necessity. 
Chile  staff  attempts  to  assuage  any  criticism  on  this  point  by 
indicating  "worst  case  assumptions"  In  such  vague  areas,  it  is 
still  imperative  that  policy  makers  be  given  valid  and  supportable 
analyses.   As  we  have  maintained  all  along,  BLM  must  obtain  final 
dMa  from  SOHIO  at  the  earliest  possible  date.   Should  BLM  con- 
tinue In  its  current  vein,  consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
preparation  of  supplements  to  the  existing  DEIS  which  would  be 
available  for  and  subject  to  governmental  and  public  scrutiny  and 
comment  in  the  event  that  SOHIO  does  ever  finalize  its  project. 
Furthermore,  the  document  shows  too  much  reliance  on  agents  of 
the  applicant  for  information  and  does  not  indicate  independent 
verification  by  BLM  or  its  agents  of  such,  material. 

tes  from  the  State  DEIR  and  governmental 
and  all  important  point  -•  the  location 
1  pump  facilities.   The  known  project 
te  DEIR  place  such  a  facility  at  Hyncs 

Dominguez  Hills,  etc.   This  document, 

the  primary  site  is  Dominguez  Hills  and 

age  site.   Along  with  this  "external" 

ternal  one  where  the  DEIS  discusses  the 

ut  indicates  Hynes  on  appropriate  maps. 

inguez  Hills  site  must  be  substantiated 
d  the  applicant  as  it  carries  serious 

SOHIO's  proposed  air  quality  trade-offs 
air  pollution  project.   In  this  light, 
dequately  address  the  air  quality  feasi- 
nder  the  provisions  of  Federal  air  quality 


The  document  also  devia 
knowledge  In  one  major 
of  the  surge  and  initia 
description  and  the  Sta 
with  alternate  sites  at 
however,  stipulates  tha 
discusses  no  other  stor 
inconsistency  is  the  i 
Dominguez  Hills  site, 
This  emphasis  on  the  Do 
and  justified  by  BLM 
ramifications  regarding 
and  hence  a  zero  based 
the  document  does  not  a 
billty  of  the  project 
laws. 

In  addition,  the  document  indicates  the  location  of  the  pipeline 
from  the  terminal  to  the  inland  storage  site  to  be  the  west  side 
of  the  Los  Angeles  River.  This  is  again  contrary  to  the  informa- 
tion given  the  State  and  reflected  in  the  DEIR.  Again,  BLM  and 
the  applicant  should  stipulate  when  and  why  the  indicated  change 
was  made. 

There  is  no  reference  within  the  document  as  to  the  existence  of 
or  plans  for  the  "sea  leg"  study  completed  for  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  by  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  which  was  to  be  made  a 
part  of  the  DEIS.   The  material  in  the  existing  DEIS  is  cursory 
at  best  in  this  area  and  the  study's  exclusion  from  the  DEIS 
does  not  afford  other  agencies  and  the  public  a  chance  to 
comment  as  with  the  existing  document.   Is  the  study  to  be 
incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  and,  if  so,  should  not  it  be 
subject  to  comment,  and  if  it  is  not  planned  to  include  it  in 
the  EIS,  why  not? 


Stoto  of  California 

Me  m  or  a  ndum 


iM 


(juJtti 


173 


If  the  Federal  Government  cannot  c 
its  effects  on  national  and/or  regio 
The  State  has  been  told  continually 
that  national  impacts  and  effects  mu 
agencies.   This  document  is  a  disapp 
it  does  not  address  the  project  as  i 
patterns,  as  it  would  be  affected  by 
Elk  Hills  production  and  disti  " 
effects,  etc.   One  would  thinl 
benefited  more  from  the  staff 
of  the  draft  FEA  report  on  the  dispo 
gas,  particularly  in  the  areas  of  e> 
tives,  effectiveness  of  the  project 
Northern  Tier  refineries  with  crude 
ocument  should  have  considered  and 
ffects  of  Alaskan  oil  from  wellhead 
erminus  at  a  refinery.   The  oil  is  : 
nd  neither  should  the  EIS. 
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no  one  else  can. 
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CRUDE    OIL    TRANSPORTATION    SYSTEM:     VALDEZ ,    ALASKA    TO 
MIDLAND,    TEXAS 

Attached    for  your  review   and   comment    is    the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's    (BLM)    Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  on   the 
Crude  Oil  transportation  System:    Valdez,    Alaska   to  Midland,    Texas. 
The  Sohio  Transportation  Company    proposal    involves:    1)    tanker 
shipment  of  up  to   700,000   barrels   per  day  of  crude  oil    from  Valdez 


al    at    the 


and  storage;  3) 
[  and  Texas,  and  4) 
;  in  California,  Ar 


Alaska  to  Long  Beach; 

Port  of  Long  Beach  for  crude  oil  offloading 
construction  of  a  new  pipeline  in  Californi 
conversion  of  existing  natural  gas  pipeline 
and  New  Mexico  to  crude  oil  transportation. 

The  attached  document  includes:  1)  Executive  Summary;  2)  Description 
of  the  Proposal;  3)  Description  of  the  Environment,  (3  volumes); 
4)  Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action;  5)  Mitigating 
Measures,  Adverse  Impacts,  etc.;  and  6)  Maps.   The  State  Clearinghou 
will  distribute,  at  your  request,  the  following  supplemental 
documents: 

1.  Final  Report,  BLM-SOHIO  Project,  Volume   5,  Air  Ouality; 

2.  Final  Report,  BLM-SOHIO  Project,  Volume  8,  Energy 
S  upp ly /Demand ; 

3.  Air  Quality  Impact  of  the  Proposed  SOHIO  Tanker  Fleet 
on  Port  Valdez; 

4.  SOHIO  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System  TanXer  Traffic  Study. 


The  Task  Force  will  meet  some 
to  discuss  the  state  comments 
Land  Management  would  like  to  receiv 


le  week  of  December  27, 
ment.   The  Bureau  of 
comments  no  later  than 
ary  10,  1977.   For  this  reason",  tWe  Office  of  Planning  and 
Research  requests  that  you  forward  comments  to  the  Resources  Agency 
by  January  3,  1977.   We  will  forward  the  computer  printout  that 
normally  accompanies  environmental  documents  from  this  office  to 
you  within  approximately  two  weeks. 
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RESPONSE 


Comment  #1 


The  alternatives  in  Chapter  8  have 
been  revised  and  expanded,  including 
alternative  ports  along  the  central 
California  coast. 

Comment  #2 

Although  peripheral  discussion  of  fu- 
ture landfill  appears  in  the  FES,  the 
general  plan  for  increased  landfill  in 
Long  Beach  Harbor  is  proposed  by  the 
Port  of  Long  Beach  and  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  this  document.   However, 
further  environmental  evaluation  and 
mitigation  will  be  required  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  '  permitting  process 
for  the  breakwater  as  well  as  future 
port  developments. 

Comment  #3 

If  the  project  is  approved,  the  dump- 
ing method  will  be  specified  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  permit.   The  selec- 
tion of  method  will  consider  adverse 
effects  and  will  be  subject  to  EPA  ap- 
proval . 


Comments  #4  and  #5 

The  text  has  been  expanded  in  Section 
2.1.12.3,  under  San  Pedro  Bay-Los 
Angeles  County,  to  include  additional 
detail  on  fisning  opportunities  and 
use  of  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 

Comment  #6 

A  discussion  of  impacts  on  sport  fish- 
ing use  of  the  Port  area  has  been  ex- 
panded in  Section  3.1.12.3,  under 
Southern  California  Coast  and  Port  of 
Long  Beach.   A  mitigating  measure  to 
minimize  the  loss  or  public  fishing 
opportunities  has  been  added  to  Sec- 
tion 4.2.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #7  and  #8 

A  text  addition  was  made  in  Section 
3.1.8.3.2,  under  Ocean,  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #9 

The    text   was   changed    in   Section 
3.1.8.2,    under    Seabirds,    to   reflect 
this   comment.      These    family  names   also 
appear    in   the   glossary. 


Comment   #10 

Text   changes   were  made    in   Sections 
4.2.7   and   4.2.9   to   reflect    this   com- 
ment . 

Comment   #11 

Section  4.1.6  reflects  this  comment. 

Comment  #12 

Chapter  4,  Mitigating  Measures,  has 
been  developed  further  in  the  FES. 
See  Section  4.0  for  method  of  presen- 
tation. 

Comment  #13 

The  statement  relating  to  the  adequacy 
of  impact  discussion  applies  only  to 
treatment  of  new  pipeline  construction 
as  an  alternative  within  the  context 
of  this  ES.   The  decision  as  to  whe- 
ther a  new  ES  would  be  required  for 
all-new  pipeline  construction  would 
have  to  be  made  when  a  specific  proj- 
ect was  proposed. 

Comment  #14 

Offsite  mitigating  measures  were  not 
considered  or  committed  to  in  Chapter 
4. 


Comments  #15,  #16  and  #17 

Chapter  8  has  been  revised  and  ex- 
panded to  include  discussions  of  oil 
spill  impacts  on  sea  otters  and  Pismo 
clams  along  the  central  California 
coast . 

Comment  #18 

Sites  on  the  list  attached  to  this 
letter,  which  are  located  near  the 
Port  or  Long  Beach  and  in  the  pipeline 
area,  have  been  included  in  Table 
2.1.9.1-1. 


Comments  #19  and  #20 


As  discussed  in  Sec 
ing  the  completion 
source  surveys ,  the 
sources  would  be  ev 
the  National  Regist 
Places  criteria  as 
800.  Following  thi 
sulfation  with  each 
State  Historic  Pres 
would  be  initiated, 
sulfation,  mitigati 
developed  for  revie 
Council  on  Historic 


tion  4.2.8.  follow- 
of  cultural  re- 
identified  re- 
al uated  in  terms  of 
er  of  Historic 
set  forth  in  36  CFR 
s  evaluation,  con- 

of  the  affected 
ervation  Officers 

Based  on  the  con- 
on  plans  would  be 
w  by  the  Advisory 
Preservation. 
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Comment  #21 

Please  refer  to  Section  3.1.17,  Public 
Safety  and  Public  Health,  and  Appendix 
Al.  1.1.1  on  tankers  for  a  discussion 
of  these  questions.   In  Section  4.2.2 
a  mitigating  measure  was  added  requir- 
ing all  tankers  to  be  equipped  with 
inerting  systems. 

Comment  #22 

There  was  no  comprehensive  analysis  a- 
vailable  in  time  for  this  publication. 
The  analysis  of  oil  spill  probabili- 
ties contained  in  the  Tanker  Traffic 
Study  (Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1-A)  discusses 
relevant  characteristics  of  the  SOHIO 
fleet , 

Comment  #23 

The  effects  of  double  hulls  and  other 
tanker  safety  features  are  discussed 
in  a  qualitative  manner  in  the  updated 
Tanker  Traffic  Study,  Appendix 
AI.I.I.I7A,  of  the  FES.   Although  the 
calculations  have  not  been  done  for 
accident  rates  of  a  hypothetical  tan- 
ker f leet ,  the  methodology  and  data 
presented  in  the  appendicized  study 
could  be  utilized  for  such  probabili- 
ties . 


Comment  #24 

Section  2.1.3.3.1,  under  Seismicity, 
has  been  revised  to  reference  Table 
2.1.3.3.2-1  which  describes  the  Palos 
Verdes  fault  as  active  and  capable  of 
generating  a  magnitude  7  earthquake. 

Comment  #25 

It  is  proposed  to  dredge  the  harbor 
channel  and  berthing  area  to  a  depth 
of  62  feet.   This  is  the  approximate 
depth  of  the  existing  harbor  channel, 
side  walls  of  which  have  remained  in- 
tact for  years,  using  occasional  main- 
tenance dredging. 

Comment  #26 

See  Comment  24  above. 

Comment  #27 

The  existing  fill  and  subgrade  mater- 
ials will  be  densified  to  a  depth  of 
60  feet  to  minimize  the  effects  of  li- 
quefaction.  The  text  has  been  revised 
to  reflect  this  comment  in  Section 
2.1.3.3.1,  under  Liquefaction,  and  in 
Section  1.2.2.1,  under  Onshore  Con- 
struction. 


Comment  #28 

The  comments  on  the  Cherry  Hill  fault 
are  noted  in  the  revised  Section 
2.1.3.2.2,  under  Regional  Tectonics 
and  Structural  Setting. 

Comment  #29 

Sections    2.1.3.2   and    2.1.3.3  have  been 
revised    to    indicate    the   Newport- 
Inglewood    fault   has   a  maximum  credible 
seismic    event   of   7.5. 

Comment   #30 

The  Regional  Tectonics  and  Structural 
Setting  of  Section  2.1.3.2.2  has  been 
revised  to  include  the  Cucamonga 
fault. 

Comment  #31 

Using    Table    3.1.16,5-5,    it   can  be   seen 
that    scenarios   are    accounted    for   in 
the    total   supply  of   gas   to   southern 
California   and   that    the   pipeline   cap- 
acity without    the   30-inch   line  would 
be   adequate    to   accommodate   east    to 
west    transmission  of  Alaskan  gas    in 
the  most    likely  case,   but   not   in   the 
high   volume   case  . 


Comment  #32 

A  continuing  study  by  the  applicant  to 
determine  the  precise  location  of  the 
most  important  valves  throughout  the 
system  is  presently  under  way.   This 
study  was  not  completed  at  this  writ- 
ing, but  was  comprehensive  enough  to 
address  the  areas  that  were  considered 
the  most  critical. 

Comment  #33 

SOHIO 's  application  explicitly  pro- 
poses shipping  500,000  barrels  of 
crude  oil  per  day  to  Midland.   All 
supply  and  demand  estimates  for  crude 
oil  on  the  West  Coast  predict  a  sur- 
plus.  Section  2.2.16.5  lists  six  pro- 
jections of  surplus  oil. 

Comment  #34 

While   the   Department   of  Water   Re- 
sources  may  be    investigating   the    po- 
tential  use   of   a   state-owned,    oil- 
fired    plant,   no  decision  has  been 
reached   on   this   project.      Furthermore, 
demand   projections   include   changes    in 
technology. 
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Comment  #35 


Comment  #38 


Peak  emissions  and  realistic  worst- 
case  scenarios  form  the  bulk  of  the 
sections  on  air  quality  impacts  (Sec- 
tion 3.1.6):  average  and  total  emis- 
sions have  been  added  to  Appendix 
A3. 1.6.1. 


Comment  #36 

The  discussion  o 
demand  and  impac 
version  of  one  e 
contained  in  Sec 
3.1.6.1.2.  and  3 
referenced  studi 
adequate  for  the 
larger  questions 
from  future  gas 
or  future  Califo 
beyond  the  scope 

Comment  #37 


f  energy  supply  and 
ts  related  to  the  con- 
xisting  gas  pipeline 
tions  2.1.16.5, 
.1.16.5  and  the 
es  are  believed 
proposed  action.   The 
of  impacts  resulting 
pipeline  abandonments 
rnia  gas  supplies  are 
of  this  project. 


Section  3.1.17  has  been  expanded  to 
discuss  explosions  and  fire  hazards. 


It  was  assumed  in  the  discussion  in 
the  DES  and  FES  that  an  agency  was  en- 
forcing these  regulations.   Since  this 
is  only  a  proposed  mitigating  measure 
at  this  time,  the  question  is  hypothe- 
tical; impacts  in  Chapter  5  of  the  FES 
are  not  affected  by  this  measure.   Air 
quality  impacts  in  coastal  waters  have 
been  included  in  Section  3.1.6  of  the 
FES,   Questions  of  safety  and  tanker 
operations  are  discussed  in  Section 
3.1.17  and  in  Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1 . 
SOHIO  would  not  own  the  terminal. 

Comment  #39 

Mitigating  measures  have  been  added  to 
Section  4.2.2  of  the  FES  to  require 
all  tankers  using  Pier  J  to  burn  .5 
percent  or  less  sulfur  content  bunker 
fuel,  to  have  fully  segregated  bal- 
last, inert  gas  systems,  and  to  pro- 
hibit purging  in  port. 


Comment  #40 

The  California  Air  Resource  Board  has 
promulgated  regulations  which  apply  to 
ALL  stationary  sources  including  ves- 
sels not  under  propulsion.   Thus,  the 
CARB  has  been  retained  in  Section 
4.2.2  as  an  agency  having  authorities 
with  regard  to  the  proposed  mitigating 
measures  . 

Comment  #41 

A  discussion  of  emissions  in  coastal 
waters  has  been  added  in  Section  3.1.6 
of  the  FES. 


Comment  #42 


As   proposed,    the   project   is   ass 
result   in   a  back  out   of  200,000 
rels   of   foreign  crudeoil.      The 
cipated   crude    slate   with   and   wi 
the   proposed   project   is  present 
Table   3,1.16.5-1    (note   that  no 
in    Indonesian  crude    imports   is 
ed).      A  discussion   of  back  outs 
air    quality   trade-off  has   been 
in    Section  4.1.5.      Section  3.1. 
under   Effects   of   Oil    Replacemen 
been   revised. 


umed    to 
bar-- 
anti- 
thout 
ed    in 
change 
expect- 

and 
added 
6.1.2, 
t ,   has 
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Comment   #43 

A  substantial   relocation  of   a  marine 
terminal    requiring   a  new  pipeline   cor- 
idor   is   an    alternative   to   the   proposed 
project,   not   a  mitigating  measure. 
This   alternative   is   discussed   in   Sec- 
tion  8.2.6. 

Comment   #44 

A  discussion  of  emissions  from  elec- 
trical generation  similar  to  that  in 
the  State  EIR  can  be  found  in  Sections 
3,1.6,  under  Electrical  Power  Genera- 
tion; 3,1.6.1.2,  under  Emissions  From 
Electrical  Power  Generation;  and 
3.1.6.2.2,  under  Emissions  From  Elec- 
trical Power  Generation. 

Comment  #45 

A  discussion  of  air  quality  impacts  of 
coastal  traffic  has  been  added  in 
Section  3.1.6  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #46 

Any  future  expansion  of  facilities 
will  require  new  environmental  state- 
ments and  permits.   Consequently,  any 
discussion  of  impacts  related  to  ex- 
pansion phases  was .deleted. from  the 
FES  to  remove  the  implication  that  the 
subject  had  been  covered. 


Comment  #47 


Comment  #52 


These  emissions  are  presented  in  Ap- 
pendix A3. 1.6.1  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #48 

IMCO  is  not  a  regulatory  body  and 
therefore  has  no  authority  in  these 
matters . 

Comment  #49 

Particulate  impacts  from  accidents 
have  been  added  to  Sections  3.1.6.1.2 
and  5.6.1  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #50 

The  discussion  of  competing  emission 
factors  from  tanks  was  expanded  in  the 
FES.   BLM  found  insufficient  grounds 
for  redoing  the  photochemical  modeling 
with  new  emission  factors. 

Comment  #51 

No  mitigating  measures  which  were  spe- 
cifically designed  to  conserve  energy 
were  committed  to  by  the  applicant  or 
by  permitting  agencies.   Impacts  were 
discussed  in  terms  of  those  energy  us- 
es anticipated  for  the  project. 


Figure  2.1.3.2.1-1  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  changes  in  locations  of  near 
offshore  faults. 

Comment  #53 

See  response  to  Comment  24  above. 

Comment  #54 

Figure  2.1.3.2.2-1  has  been  incorpor- 
ated into  the  text  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #55 

See  response  to  Comment  24  above.   The 
Cabrillo  fault  is  treated  in  Section 
2.1.3.2.2. 

Comment  #56 

Minor  faults  are  not  receiving  special 
design  as  the  pipeline  state-of-the- 
art  is  such  that  construction  methods 
can  facilitate  "minor"  offsets. 


Comment  #5  7 

Sections  2.1.3.2  and  2.1.3.3  have  been 
generally  revised  to  reflect  these 
comments  on  the  Palos  Verdes  and 
Newport-Inglewood  faults.   Also  see 
Comment  24. 

Comment  #58 

No   retrievable  mineral   resources  have 
been   identified   adjacent   to   the   pro- 
posed  right-of-way  or   close   enough  to 
the    alignment    to   be    impacted. 

Comment   #59 

For  the  purpose  of  this  Environmental 
Statement,  Figure  2.1.3.3.1-1  is  con- 
sidered sufficiently  accurate. 

Comment  #60 

See  Comment  59. 

Comment  #61 

The  text  in  Section  2. 1 . 3. 3. 1 ,  Marine , 
has  been  altered  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 


Comment  #62 

Text  changes  regarding  the  Palos 
Verdes  fault  have  been  incorporated 
into  Sections  2.1.3.2  and  2.1.3.3. 

Comment  #63 

See  Comment  27 . 

Comment  #64 

See  Comment  25. 

Comment  #65 

Section  2.1.3.3.1,  under  Tsunamis,  has 
been  revised  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #66 

In  context  of  this  report,  harbor  os- 
cillation and  seiche  are  considered  to 
be  interchangeable.   A  discussion  of 
harbor  oscillation  is  provided  in  Sec- 
tion 2.1.5.1.3. 

Comment  #67 

Special    fault    studies   discussed   in 
Section  3.1.3.3.2,    under    Surface   Fault 
Rupture,   have  been   added   to    the   text 
and    reference   list. 
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Comment  #68 


Comment  #73 


See  Comment  30. 

Comment  #69 

A  more  detailed  discussion  of  Opera- 
tional Level  Earthquakes  (OLE)  and 
Contingency  Level  Earthquakes  (CLE) 
has  been  included  in  Section 
2.1.3.2.2,  under  Seismicity, 

Comment  #70 

The  discussion  of  Puente  Hills  geology 
in  Sections  2.1.3.2.1  and  2.1.3.2.2 
and  the  presentation  on  Map  2.1.3-1  in 
Attachment  1  is  believed  to  be 
adequate.   As  discussed  in  Section 
3.1,3.3.2.  this  area  would  receive 
additional  geologic  investigation  by 
the  applicant. 

Comment  #71 

See  Comment  58. 

Comment  #72 

It  is  believed  that  the  subject  matter 
was  adequately  covered. 


Even  considering  additional  active  and 
potentially  active  faults  as  requested 
by  earlier  comments,  the  San  Andreas 
and  San  Jacinto  fault  zones  realisti- 
cally present  the  only  hazards  by 
fault  rupture.   The  San  Jacinto  fault 
is  bracketed  by  an  automatic  valve  and 
check  valve,  as  is  the  San  Andreas. 
Both  fault  zones  are  near  maintenance 
bases  and  areas  of  potential  manpower 
for  cleanup  assistance  should  a  break 
occur.   Volumes  of  oil  spill  because 
of  movements  of  minor  faults  would  a- 
mount  to  the  volume  of  line  charge  be- 
tween the  break  and  adjacent  valves. 
This  is  assuming  a  complete  severing 
of  the  pipe.   This  specific  informa- 
tion is  not  yet  available  since  the 
final  pipeline  and  valve  alignments 
have  not  been  determined  by  the  appli- 
cant . 

Comment  #74 

The  applicant  plans  to  bracket  the  San 
Jacinto  and  San  Andreas  faults  with 
remote-controlled  block  valves  on  the 
pressure  side  and  check  valves  on  the 
down-pressure  side  as  discussed  in 
Sections  2.1.3.2  and  2.1.3.3. 


Comment  #75 

Section  4.2.2,  Port  of  Long  Beach  and 
Terminal  Area,  has  been  revised  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 

Comment  #76 


The  reference  to  minimizing  seismic 
hazards  has  been  deleted  in  the  pro- 

osed  mitigating  measure  in  Section 

.3.1. 


I 


Comment  #77 

Water  quality  of  San  Pedro  Bay  is  dis- 
cussed in  Sections  2.1.5.1.1  and 
2.1.5.1.3.   Tidal  heights,  tidal  cur- 
rents, and  circulation  patterns  are 
discussed  in  Section  2.1.5.1.3. 

Comment  #78 

The   state-of-the-art   is   not   available 
to    quantify  trace   metals   and   other 
contaminants   associated  with  macro- 
molecular   organics   and   suspended   par- 
ticles  released   to   the  water   column  as 
a  result   of  dredging.      Therefore}    to 
state    firmly  that   dredging   bottom   sed- 
iments will   pose   a  real    threat    to   the 
bay  environment    is  without    supportive 
background    information. 


Comment  #79 

Throughout  Chapter  3  the  effects  of 
oil  spills  upon  air  pollution,  the 
terrestrial  and  aquatic  environments, 
and  other  specific  environs  were  dis- 
cussed.  The  probability  of  given 
volumes  of  oil  spills  at  selected  lo- 
cations was  also  presented  in  Tables 
3.1.5.1.2-6  and  -7. 

Comment  #80 

Oil  spill  trajectory  information  de- 
veloped for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  by 
Tetra  Tech,  Inc.  has  been  incorporated 
into  Section  3. 1.5. 1.2. of  the  FES. 
This  study  was  not  available  for  ear- 
lier distribution.   Additional  tra- 
jectory studies  either  were  not  appli- 
cable, were  unavailable,  or  were  not 
obtained  for  use  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #81 

Oil    spill   contingency  plans   are   now 
completed    (see   Chapter    1,    Table   of 
Contents,    for   availability)    and   were 
considered    in   the   discussion  of   im- 
pacts  in   Chapter   5. 
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Comment  #82 


Comment  #86 


Srov] 
atural  Gas,  does  ad- 
dress the  tanker/pipeline  routing  of 
the  Alaskan  supplies  as  much  as  avail- 
able data  permitted. 

Comment  #83 

The  only  alternative  mitigating  meas- 
ure within  the  scope  of  this  project 
would  be  not  to  issue  the  permit  for 
initial  abandonment.   This  was  not 
considered  an  appropriate  mitigating 
measure  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #84 

Section  3.1,16.1,  Sea  Leg,  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  the  degree  of  im-; 

fact  on  southern  California  commercial 
ishing  and  revenues  in  the  Los 
Angeles  area. 

Comment  #85 

Regarding  indirect  impacts,  Section 
3.1,16  was  changed  to  reflect  inter- 
industry linkages  in  California  from 
large  steel  purchases  and  construc- 
tion.  No  known  refineries  are  pre- 
sently proposed  in  Arizona,  and  thus 
indirect  impacts  are  purely  specula- 
tive . 


The  relationsh 
standards,  hea 
economic  facto 
in  Section  2.1 
not  quantifyin 
section  on  air 
tion  3.1.6)  ha 
economic  facto 
tions  downwind 
used  in  compar 
the  project  as 
Section  3.1.17 
fuller  discuss 

Comment  #87 


ips  between  air  quality 
lth  effects,  and  socio- 
rs  have  been  clarified 
.6.5.   The  rationale  for 
g  health  effects  in  the 

quality  impacts  (Sec- 
s  been  expanded.   Socio- 
rs  (including  popula- 

from  emissions)  are 
ing  alternative  sites  to 

proposed  (Chapter  8). 

now  incorporates  a 
ion  on  safety. 


The  discussion  of  an  exchange  of  oil 
with  a  foreign  nation,  such  as  Japan, 
has  been  revised  in  Section  8.1.1  of 
the  FES.   The  terms  of  existing  legis- 
lation concerning  such  a  trade  have 
been  clarified  and  impacts  discussed 
are  similar  to  the  No-Action  alterna- 
tive . 


Comments  #88  and  #89 

Economic  considerations  of  the  various 
alternatives  are  outside  the  scope  of 
this  environmental  analysis.   Detailed 
energy  consumption  data  and  mitigating 
measures  are  currently  unavailable  for 
the  various  alternatives  and  would  be 
the  subject  of  separate  environmental 
assessments  should  a  specific  alterna- 
tive be  proposed.   For  a  general  dis- 
cussion of  these  topics,  refer  to  the 
Federal  Energy  Administration  study, 
"North  Slope  Crude  —  Where  to?  — 
How?"  referenced  in  Chapter  8  of  the 
FES. 

Comment  #90 

See  Comment  87  above. 

Comment  #91 

This  comment  was  considered  but  solar 
energy  and/or  conservation  programs 
were  not  considered  viable  alter- 
natives to  the  proposed  project. 


Comment  #92 

Various  alternative  monobuoy  sites 
offshore  of  the  central  and  southern 
California  coast  are  discussed  in  Sec- 
tion 8.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #93 

Relevant  material  from  the  study  of 
the  tanker  route  prepared  by  Tetra 
Tech,  Inc.  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  been  incorporated  into  appropriate 
sections  of  the  FES. 


Comment  #94 

A  discussion   of  tanker   routing  has 
been    included    in   Appendix   Al.I.l.l-A, 
Tanker   Traffic   Study,    to   the   extent 
that    traffic   volumes,    navigation   aids 
and   hazards   to   navigation   are   discuss- 
ed   in  relation   to   lease  development 
outside   of   San   Pedro   Harbor.      In  addi- 
tion,   SOHIO   is   working   with   the   U.S. 
Coast    Guard    to   develop   a  vessel   traf- 
fic   system    (VTS)    similar    to    the   one 
now  in    force    for   the  Atlantic    Ocean. 
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Comment  #95 

The  total  electric  power  requirements 
and  related  impacts  for  the  proposed 
pipeline  are  presented  in  the  FES.   A 
discussion  of  the  electrical  power  re- 
quirements for  OCS  development  is  pre- 
mature and  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
ES. 

Comment  #96 

The  treatment  of  trade-offs  has  been 
revised  and  expanded  in  the  FES.   (See 
Sections  4.1.5  and  5.6.2.)   Dominguez 
Hills  has  been  proposed  for  the  inland 
terminal . 

Comment  #97 

The  historical  records  of  events  such 
as  these  have  been  considered  in  Ap- 
pendix Al.l.l.l-A,  the  Tanker  Traffic 
Study,  and  in  Section  3.1.17. 

Comment  #98 

The  project  is  considered  a  common 
carrier  system  as  addressed  in  Section 
1.0,  under  Introduction  and  General 
Project  Description,  and  thus  the  an- 
alysis is  based  on  the  capacity  of  the 
system  for  700,000  bbl/d. 


Comment  #99 

At  this  writing,  the  Dominguez  Hills 
terminal  is  considered  the  site  for 
the  inland  terminal.   No  alternatives 
have  been  addressed  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #100 

The  FES  has  addressed  this  subject  as 
being  a  possibility.   Any  future  con- 
version of  a  second  gas  line  would  re- 
quire an  % additional  complete  environ- 
mental analysis. 

Comment  #101 

This  nationwide  energy  and  marketing 
problem  is  outside  the  scope  of  this 
project . 

Comment  #102 

See  Comment  98  above. 

Comment  #103 

This  has  been  corrected  in  Section 
1.2.2.1,  under  Dredge  and  Fill. 


Comment  #104 

This  discussion  has  been  clarified  in 
Section  1.2.2,1,  under  Storage  Tanks. 

Comment  #105 

A  preliminary  hydrostatic  test 'plan 
has  been  developed,  a  description  of 
which  is  included  in  Section  1.2.3.2, 
under  Testing,  and  a  more  detailed 
draft  has  been  presented  in  Appendix 
Al.2.3.2. 

Comment  #106 

Testing  of  welds  is  discussed  in  Sec- 
tion 1.2.3.2,  under  Pipe  Bending,  Lay- 
ing, and  Welding.   Inspection  of  the 
welds  would  probably  be  done  by  a  con- 
tractor of  the  applicant. 

Comment  #107 

Section  1.2.3.2,  under  Main-Line 
Valves ,  has  been  expanded  in  order  to 
discuss  check  valves  more  thoroughly. 


Comment  #108 

Table  1.2.3.2-3  has  been  altered,  and 
State  Lands  Commission  jurisdiction 
has  been  addressed  in  Section  1.3.2.1, 
under  State  of  California. 

Comment  #109 

Section  1.2.3.2,  under  Testing,  has 
been  revised  and  updated  to  reflect 
current  hydrostatic  test  plans.   All 
new  pipeline  and  major  segments  of  old 
line  will  be  tested.   A  waiver  would 
be  requested  on  those  portions  of  the 
existing  line  that  have  been  tested 
recently. 

Comment  #110 

This  paragraph  has  been  revised  in 
Section  1.3.2.1. 

Comment  #111 

Detailed  discussion  of  the  Elk  Hills 
oil  pipeline  project  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  statement.   BLM  believes 
the  present  discussion  is  adequate. 
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Comment  #112 


Comment  #117 


The  SOHIO  pro 
filling  withi 
the  proposed 
tion  for  a  Co 
to  construct 
that  all  othe 
dumped  at  an 
modification 
quire  a  revis 

Comment  #113 


ject  does  not  include  any 
n  the  harbor  except  for 
breakwater.   The  applica- 
rps  of  Engineers  permit 
this  project  provides 
r  dredge  material  will  be 
EPA  approved  site.   Any 
of  this  project  would  re- 
ed permit  application. 


Section  2.1.1.1,  Coastal  Region,  has 
been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #114 

Section  2.1.1.1,  Coastal  Region,  has 
been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #115 

The  Severe  Winds  discussion  in  Section 
2.1.1.1  has  been  corrected. 

Comment  #116 

The  figure  "Fault  Map  ofthe  Port  of 
Long  Beach"  has  been  revised. 


Section  2.1.3.3.1,  under  Subsidence, 
has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 

Comment  #118 

Section  2.1.3.3.1,  under  Tsunamis,  has 
been  revised  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #119 

No  particular  hazards  are  presented  by 
the  arg ids  during  construction.   Loss 
of  soil  as  fugitive  dust  of  clay  par- 
ticles and  reduced  fertility  by  pro- 
file mixing  will  be  the  most  serious 
and  long-lasting  impacts.   All  miti- 
gating measures,  committed  or  pro- 
posed, regarding  soils  are  presented 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #120 

The  text  was  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #121 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
2.1.5.1.2,  Table  2.1.5.1.2-1,  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 


Comment  122 

This  tidal  height  represents  the  maxi- 
mum measured  during  the  data-gathering 
operation.   The  other  factors  mention- 
ed in  the  comment  are  not  considered 
significant  input  for  environmental 
analysis . 

Comment  #123 

This  statement  in  Section  2.1.5.2, 
discussion  of  the  South  Coastal  Basin, 
has  been  revised. 

Comment  #124 

The  more  recent  data  in  the  FES  in- 
cludes northwestern  Riverside  County. 

Comment  #125 

The  contradiction  has  been  removed  by 
broadening  the  statement. 

Comments  #126  through  #131 

These  figures  are  taken  directly  from 
"The  National  Energy  Outlook  1976"  and 
reflect  early  1976  assumptions.   They 
are  the  most  up-to-date  figures  avail- 
able. 


Comment  #132 

BLM  believes  this  paragraph  agrees 
with  this  comment. 

Comment . #133 

The  overall  maximum  onstream  effi- 
ciency of  refineries  in  PADD  V  was 
calculated  inTable  2.1.16.5-20  by  ap- 
plying a  combining  factor  to  the  effi- 
ciency of  individual  crude  refinery 
units  (i.e.,  96  percent  individual  ef- 
ficiency times  90  percent  combining 
factor  =  86.4  percent).   This  overall 
onstream  efficiency  then  yields  the 
composite  capacity,  which  is  the  best 
available  estimate  of  the  refinery  fa- 
cilities.  The  combining  factor  itself 
is  based  upon  actual  experience  and 
was  obtained  from  private  sources  and 
the  literature.   The  units  of  produc- 
tion are  correct  because  their  use  de- 
pends upon  the  quantity  of  oil  in  the 
process  which  is  being  discussed. 

Comment  #134 

The  ultimate  disposition  of  Elk  Hills 
oil  has  not  been  clearly  defined.   The 
assumptions  in  the  FES  are  therefore 
based  upon  best  available  information 
at  the  time  analysis  began  for  the  ES. 
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Comment  #135 


Comment  #139 


To  date  ,  any 
are  not  speci 
petroleum  sal 
route.  It  is 
position  that 
fied  at  a  loc 
SOHIO  would  c 
demand .  No  f 
fineries  are 

Comment  #136 


commitments  made  by  SOHIO 
fie  in  terms  of  volume  of 
es  along  the  pipeline 
presently  the  SOHIO 
if  a  demand  is  identi- 
ation  along  the  route , 
onsider  supplying  that 
irm  plans  for  nearby  re- 
presently  known. 


The  demand  changes  in  Table  2.2.16.5-4 
were  reanalyzed  in  light  of  the  cited 
paper  and  no  changes  were  believed  to 
be  necessary. 

Comment  #137 

The  Energy  Supply/Demand  section  was 
included  in  the  DES  and  FES  in  order 
to  adequately  address  the  issues  of 
pipeline  abandonment,  amount  of  poten- 
tial petroleum  displacement,  and  the 
necessity  of  the  project. 

Comment  #138 

Table  3.1.5.1.1-1  has  been  incorpor- 
ated into  Section  2.1.4.1,  and  the 
text  has  been  clarified. 


Table  3.1.5.1.1-1  has  been  moved  to 
Section  2.1,4.1  where  it  supplements 
the  general  sediment  description  for 
San  Pedro  Harbor. 

Comment  #140 

This  statement  was  deleted  from  the 

FES. 

Comment  #141 

The  comment  was  noted  but  it  was  be- 
lieved further  discussion  was  not  nec- 
essary. 

Comment  #142 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  changes 
were  made. 

Comment  #143 

Weathering  factors  for  these  models 
are  discussed  in  Section  3.1.5.1.2, 
under    Oil    Spill    Trajectory, 


Comment  #144 

The  figures  cited  are  derived  from  na- 
tional average  statistical  data  by  MIT 
(1974).   Such  averaging  typically  may 
not  accurately  relate  to  a  specific 
project.   The  specific  small-leak 
monitoring  systems  to  be  installed  on 
this  project  are  in  the  final  design 
and  would  provide  a  much  higher  level 
of  detection. 

Comment  #145 

The  oil  spill  volumes  were  calculated 
based  upon  the  best  available  infor- 
mation at  the  time  the  ES  was  being 
prepared . 

Comment  #146 

Differences  between  the  final  drafts 
of  California  and  Federal  environmen- 
tal statements  are  not  expected  to  be 
significant.   The  paragraph  has  been 
deleted  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #147 

Section  4.2,7  reflects  this  comment, 
ment . 


Comment  #148 

This  error  has  been  corrected  in  the 
FES. 

Comment  #149 

The  figures  were  checked  with  current 
available  information  from  the  appli- 
cant, and  no  text  change  was  made. 

Comment  #150 

See  Comment  74, 

Comment  #151 

Section  4.0  in  Chapter  4  has  been  mod- 
ified to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #152 

Locations   of  the  main  valve   and   check 
valve  discussed   here   have  been  changed 
on  Map    1.1.1-3.      For   the    purpose   of 
this   ES,    remote-control   valves    are 
considered    to  be   the   same   as   automatic 
valves . 
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Comment  #153 


Comment  #157 


This  table  lists  only  those  areas  con- 
sidered environmentally  sensitive  when 
remote-control  valves  have  been  pro- 
posed.  No  state  lands  are  involved  in 
these  areas. 

Comment  #154 

This  mitigating  measure  was  not  an- 
alyzed nor  was  it  committed  to  by  the 
applicant  or  any  agencies  with  juris- 
diction . 

Comment  #155 

The  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District  and  the  California  Air  Re- 
sources Board  are  now  committed  to 
these  measures. 


Comment  #156 

Refer  to  the  revised 
discussion  of  trade-o 
SOHIO  and  the  initial 
the  agencies  charged 
air  quality  in  the  ai 
4) .   Further  developm 
at  a  later  date.   See 
in  the  FES  for  EPA  of 
hydrocarbon  emission 
a  regional  basis. 


and  expanded 
ffs  proposed  by 

stand  taken  by 
with  maintaining 
r  shed  (Chapter 
ents  are  expected 

Section  2.1.6.5 
fset  guidelines; 
can  be  offset  on 


The  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
the  Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association, 
and  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board ;  among  others  ,  are  actively 
pursuing  the  definition  of  "Best 
Available  Control  Technology"  with  re- 
spect to  oil  tanks.   They  periodically 
publish  their  latest  findings.   Cur- 
rent literature  indicates  a  variety  of 
estimates  as  to  minimum  obtainable 
tank  emissions. 

Comment  #158 

The  impact  on  soils  with  or  without  a 
surface  desert  pavement  will  be  the 
same  because  the  pavement  will  be  de- 
stroyed by  dozer  clearing  and  excava- 
tionor  will  be  displaced  during  op- 
erations by  vehicle  traffic.   Several 
years  of  wind  action  will  restore  the 
finer  textured  pavements  (coarse  sands 
and  small  gravels),  but  coarser  tex- 
tured pavements  (large  rock)  will  not 
reappear  unless  replaced  mechanically. 
This  action  has  been  proposed  as  a 
mitigating  measure  in  Section  4.3. 


Comment  #159 

Section  6.1.3,  under  Endangered  and 
Threatened  Plants,  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #160 

The  five  alternatives  representing  the 
"most  likely"  cases  of  gas  supply  are 
presented  in  Sections  2.1.16.5  and 
3.1.16.5  and  include  the  alternatives 
mentioned . 

Comment  #161 

The  SOHIO  project  does  not  include  any 
filling  within  the  harbor  except  for 
the  proposed  breakwater.   The  applica- 
tion for  a  Corps  of  Engineers  permit 
to  construct  this  project  provides 
that  all  other  dredge  material  will  be 
dumped  at  an  EPA  approved  site.   Any 
modification  of  this  project  would  re- 
quire a  revised  permit  application, 
and  any  new  filling  project  within  the 
harbor  would  require  a  separate  permit 
application.   In  either  case,  no  fill- 
ing could  proceed  before  an  analysis 
of  the  environmental  impacts  was  com- 
pleted and  the  project  was  reviewed  by 
the  public.   For  these  reasons,  fur- 
ther discussions  of  impacts  due  to  fu- 
ture port  projects  are  considered  out- 
side the  scope  of  this  project. 


Comment  #162 

The  discussion  of  an  exchange  of  oil 
with  a  foreign  nation,  such  as  Japan, 
and  reduction  of  production  has  been 
revised  in  Section  8.1.1  of  the  FES. 
Impacts  are  discussed  relative  to  the 
proposal . 

Comment  #163 

The  charts  have  been  deleted  and  com- 
parison tables  substituted  in  Section 
8.0.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #164 

Section  8.2.2.1  has  been  revised  to 
discuss  the  Cherry  Point  alternative 
port,  including  current  legislative 
and  judicial  decisions  which  could  af- 
fect use  of  the  site. 

Comment  #165 

BLM  believes  that  X-ray  of  20  to  40 
percent  of  the  welds  coupled  with 
hydrostatic  testing  of  all  new  line 
and  all  but  the  most  recently  tested 
of  existing  line  is  adequate. 
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Comment  #166 

The  coating  on  the  existing  pipeline 
is  satisfactory  for  use  in  crude  oil 
service.   It  is  being  continually 
monitored  for  any  deficiency.   If  and 
when  a  deficiency  might  occur  in  the 
coating,  the  cathodic  protection  cur- 
rent will  be  increased  enough  to  pre- 
vent any  corrosion. 

Comment  #167 

Appendix  A2. 1.3. 2-1  has  been  revised. 

Comment  #168 

The  comment  was  noted  but  no  specific 
mitigating  measures  were  identified  in 
the  appendices  that  should  be  included 
in  Chapter  4,  Mitigating  Measures. 

Comment  #169 

Dominguez  Hills  is  the  inland  terminal 

as  proposed  by  the  applicant,  and  all 

inconsistencies  in  the  maps  have  been 
corrected . 


Comment  #170 

Dominguez  Hills  has  been  proposed  as 
the  inland  terminal  and  impacts  on  air 
quality  are  based  on  this  site.   These 
impacts  (Section  3.1.6)  reflect 
Federal  and  state  air  quality  laws  and 
regulations.   A  discussion  of  possible 
trade-offs  has  been  added  to  Section 
4.1.5  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #171 

If  the  Hynes  terminal  had  been  pro- 
posed, the  pipeline  would  have  tra- 
versed the  east  side  of  the  Los 
Angeles  River  flood  control  channel, 
but  since  the  inland  terminal  is 
proposed  as  Dominguez  Hills,  good  en- 
gineering practices  dictate  that  the 
pipeline  traverse  the  west  bank  of  the 
Los  Angeles  River  flood  control  chan- 
nel . 

Comment  #172 

See  response  to  Comment  93  above. 

Comment  #173 

The  scope  of  the  project  and  this  ES 
do  not  include  consideration  or  subse- 
quent determination  of  a  national 
energy  policy. 
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January  7,    1977 


Project  Manager 

U.    S.    Department    of   Interior 

Bureau   of  Land   Management 

SIR   Project   Office 

P.    0.    Box   660 

Loo  AlamltoB,  California  90720 

Federal  Power  Commission 
Office  of  Environmental  Officer 
825  N.  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20426 

Dear  SI re: 

Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  State  of  California  (CPUC) 
hereby  submits  ItB  comments  with  respect  to  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement,  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:  Valdez, 
Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas. 

The  CPUC,  acting  In  conjunction  with  the  Port  of  Long  Beach,  has 
prepared  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  sub- 
ject crude  oil  transportation  system  proposed  by  SOHIO  Transpor- 
tation Company.  The  DEIR  was  released  to  the  California  System 
Clearinghouse  in  October,  1976.  The  DEIR  concentrated  primarily 
on  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  within  California.  The 
comments  of  the  DEIS  were  concentrated  primarily  on  the  impacts 
or  the  proposed  project  within  California  and  will  relate  to  the 
significant  variations  between  the  DEIR  and  DEIS. 

The  CPUC  is  an  lntervenor  In  the  proceeding  before  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  (FPC)  entitled  El  Paso  Natural  Pas  Company, 
Docket  CP  75-362.   Based  on  Information  and  belief,  the  FPC 
Intends  to  use  the  BLM's  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  SOHIO's  proposed  crude  oil  transportation  Bystem  as  a  basis 


Project  Manager,  U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

Pederal  Power  Commission,  Office  of  Environment* 1  officer 

January  7.    1977 

Page  2 


in  Docket  CP  75-362 


Very  truly  yours, 


Enclosure 
FEJ:rc 
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COMMENTS  OF  PUBLIC   UTILITIES    COMMISSION 

OP  THE   STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

REGARDING 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

VALDEZ,  ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND,  TEXAS 


The  Public  Utilities  Commission  of  the  State  of  California  (CPUC 
hereby  submits  Its  comments  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  prepared  by  the  Bureau  or  Land  Management  (BLM)  for 
the  crude  oil  transportation  Bystem  being  proposed  by  SOHIO  Trans- 
portation Company  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas. 

The  comments  submitted  herein  are  concentrat?d  primarily  on  the 
Impact  of  the  proposed  project  within  California  and  will  point  out 
the  Initial  differences  between  BLM's  DEIS  and  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (DEIR)  which  has  been  prepared  Jointly  by  the 
CPUC  and  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  In  accordance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act. 

At  the  outset  it  should  be  noted  that  the  letter  which  accom- 
panied the  copy  of  BLM's  DEIS  contained  a  notation  that.  In  addition 
to  the  filing  of  the  DEIS  which  was  enclosed  for  review,  certain 
"supplementary  studies"  were  available  at  selected  libraries  and 
clearinghouses.   These  "supplementary  studies"  were  as  follows: 

Final  Report,  BLM-SOHIO  Project,  Volume  5,  Air  Quality 

Final  Report,  BLM-SOHIO  Project,  Volume  8,  Energy  Supply/Demand 

Air  Quality  Impact  of  the  Proposed  SOHIO  Tanker  Fleet  on 

Port  Valdez,  Alaska 
SOHIO  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System  Tanker  Traffic  Study 

The  subject  matter  of  these  "supplementary  studies"  constituted 

the  Initial  Impact  of  the  proposed  SOHIO  project.   Therefore,  these 


"supplementary  studies"  should  have  been  incorporated  as  part  of  the 
DEIS  for  review  by  all  Interested  parties,  without  requiring  these 
parties  to  make  separate  requests  for  these  documents.   Also,  It  Is 
imperative  that  these  documents  be  made  part  of  BLM's  final  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement.   Finally,  based  on  information  and  belief 
the  document  entitled  "Air  Quality  Impact  of  the  Proposed  SOHIO 
Tanker  Fleet  on  Port  Valdez,  Alaska"  is  still  not  available  for 
review. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMAiff 

Pape 

1-8     Is  the  proponent  preparing  e  contingency  plan  for  the 

marine  routing?  The  understanding  is  that  a  plan  is 

being  prepared  for  the  terminal  berth  area  and  pipeline 

routing  only. 
1-13    Pipe- supported  trestle  should  be  pile-supported.  The 

new  breakvater  requires  2.3  million  tons  of  rock  from  the 

Santa  Catalina  quarries,  285,000  tons  of  armor  rock  and 

500,000  cubic  yards  of  spoil  material  from  harbor  dredging. 

Also,  approximately  3.0  million  cubic  yards  of  spoil 

material  are  to  be  removed  during  dredging. 
1-15    The  drawing  appears  to  show  a  breakwater  constructed  along 

the  future  landfill.   This  may  not  be  accurate  representation. 
1-1?    The  inland  terminal  is  ♦  12  miles  from  Pier  J.  (11.3  miles 

to  the  Hynes  terminal) 
1-29,5  2,000,000  barrels  per  day  (MBPD)  confusing  with  2,000  thousand 

barrels  per  day  (MBPD) 
1-34,5  Charts  switched 
1-38    Expansion  would  also  require  an  additional  berth  and 

storage  facilities. 
II-5    The  SCAPCD  has  also  adopted  a  New  Source  Review  rule 

with  provisions  for  trade-offs. 
11-19   It  is  our  understanding  that  the  estimated  life  of  tha 

pipeline  is  40  years. 
III-2   It  was  our  understanding  during  the  preparation  of  the  DEIK 

that  SOHIO  indicated  Hynes  Terminal  as  the  inland  site  and 

Dominguez  Hills  as  an  alternate  only. 

-1- 


III-4   Under  "applicant"  and  "additional"  mitigation,  the  bunker 
fuel  is  0.?%,  not  0.05*. 

VI-2    According  to  a  statistical  analysis  performed  in  the  DEIR 
by  the  consultants,  the  ten  year  prediction  of  operational 
spills  is  575  barrels  at  Long  Beach  whioh  differs  with 
the  1260  barrels  per  year  stated  in  this  summary. 

CHAPTER  1 
The  description  of  the  project  differs  from  the  California 
EIR  in  that  the  inland  terminal  site  used  by  the  BLM  is 
Dominguez  Hills  rather  than  Hynes  terminal.   Unless  the 
BLM  has  information  substantiating  the  choice  of  the 
inland  terminal  site,  it  should  use  the  same  site  for 
comparison  purposes.   The  Dominguez  site  is  166  acres, 
not  69  acres  as  reported. 

The  miles  of  pipeline  shown  here  is  1026.   On  page  5-iii 
4|  the  length  totals  to  1033  miles  while  Figure  1  shows  it  to 
be  1013  miles. 

Supertankers  are  generally  considered  to  be  larger  than 
200,000  DWT. 

There  should  be  notation  that  an  expanded  project,  in 
6|  addition  to  another  berth,  would  require  more  storage 
tanks,  a  complete  EIS  and  permits. 
1-9   I  If  each  tanker  requires  14  days  per  trip,  then  the  number 

I  of  trips  per  tanker  would  be  26. 
1-29  I  The  safe  depth  for  the  165.000DWT  tanker  is  60  feet.  The 

•I 

I  statement,  indicates  that  42  feet  is  the  safe  depth. 

1-98  I  There  are  four  pump  stations  in  California.   Three  are 
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served  by  Southern  California  Edis 


and  one  by  Imperial 
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Valley  Irrigation  District. 

Ilndio  pump  Btation  Is  to  be  served  by  the  Imperial  Valley 
Irrigation  District  through  10.0  miles  of  transmission  line. 
The  statement  "the  suitable  dredge  material  from  the  SOHIO* 
Project  would  also  be  used  In  the  landfill  area  If  It  becomes 
an  approved  dump  site  prior  to  completion  of  the  new  oil 
terminal"  Is  somewhat  misleading.   If  In  fact  the  dredge  material 
Is  to  be  placed  In  the  new  landfill  area  It  seems  that  this 
action  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  proposed  project 
rather  than  a  separate  project.   It  was  indicated  to  us  by 
SOHIO  during  the  preparation  of  the  DEIR  that  none  of  the 
dredge  material  would  be  used  to  construct  any  other  landfill 
areas  within  Long  Beach  Harbor 

CHAPTER  2 
Based  on  Open-File  Report  75-596,  DOI,  additional  study 
should  be  done  on  Palos  Verdes  Fault  as  a  potential  hazard 
to  the  facility. 
'  Mean  Temperature--The  sentence  "mean  January  air  temperature 
are  approximately  2  to  5  degrees"  needB  clarification. 
A  comparison  is  made  of  the  maximum  annual  concentration  of 
SO2  in  Whlttler  (2.4  pphm)  with  the  Federal  primary  and  state 
standards.   The  state  standard  of  k   pphm  for  S0?  is  a  24  hour 
standard.   There  Is  no  state  annual  SOj  standard. 
The  section  on  "Future  Environment  Without  the  Project"  stateB 
"great  amounts  of  Alaskan  crude  oil  will  come  to  Long  Beach 
regardless  of  construction  of  the  SOHIO  pipeline"  and  "to 
accomodate  this  oil,  additional  harbor  development  will  occur". 
Evidently,  it  is  assumed  that  this  development  le  inevitable 
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with  adoption  of  the  Long  Beach  Harbor  general  plan.   It 
Is  true  that  if  the  harbor  development  should  occur  as 
proposed  In  the  general  plan  the  impacts  on  circulation  and 
flushing,  along  with  abiotic  and  blotlc  factors,  would  be  sig- 
nificant, even  if  the  impacts  of  the  SOHIO  project  alone,  as 
proposed  by  the  applicant,  are  minor. 
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It  ohould  be  assumed,  however,  that  any  other  oil 
receiving  projects  or  other  development  would  come 
under  the  same  scrutiny  by  the  various  permit  agencies 
as  the  S0H10  project.   The  general  plan  itoelf  calla 
for  a  tanker  terminal  at  the  site  of  the  proposed 
SOHIO  terminal,  although  the  plan  proposes  a  landfill 
terminal  rather  than  a  trestle  with  a  brealrwater. 
To  assume  that  the  SOHIO  project  might  not  be  approved 
for  environmental  reasons  but  another  similar  project 
with  similar  or  even  more  severe  impacts  would  be, 
might  not  be  valid.   It  may  be  better  to  discuss  the 
general  plan  in  terms  of  possible  future  changes  in 
the  existing  environment  subject  to  environmental  review. 

CHAPTER  3 
O.OJ  is  used  as  a  factor  for  the  wind  component  in  the 
equation  V=VC  +  0.0JVw  ,  while  Woodward-Clyde  uses  0.025 
in  their  "Evaluation  of  Hypothetical  Spills  and  Their 
Mitigation"  prepared  for  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 
Oil  slick  movements  as  shown  in  Figures  3.1.5-1.2-6 
through  J.1.5.1.2-9  consider  only  currents  and  mean  wind. 
Since  wind  becomes  the  primary  driving  force  when  it 
is  above  a  certain  minimum  (approximately  2  m/sec,  as 
estimated  by  Woodward-Clyde)  using  the  mean  wind  as  a 
component  of  the  vector  may  be  somewhat  misleading. 
Under  normal  wind  patterns,  the  wind  reverses  from  on- 
shore to  off-shore  daily  and  is  usually  strong  enough 
that  considering  only  the  mean  wind  may  not  be  a  very 
useful  method  of  predicting  oil  spill  movement. 
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Explain  what  ranges  are  being  referred  to  under  "Tidal 
Currents'! 

Will  the  concrete-lined  Loe  Angeles  River  Channel  be 
crossed  underground  by  boring? 

Potential  maximum  oil  spills  at  sensitive  locations 
within  California  as  predicted  in  the  DE1R  differ  sig- 
nificantly for  scenarios  at  Whitewater  River  and  Colorado 
River  sites  from  those  in  this  DEIS. 

A  major  oil  spill  at  the  San  Andreas  Fault  would  be  about 
70,000  bbl  per  DEIR  versus  9,261  bbl  per  BLM' s  DEIS. 
Depths  to  ground  water  and  percolation  rates  differ  from 
that  reported  by  Environmental  Feasibility  Studies  (EFS) 
in  the  DEIR. 

The  surge  tank  at  the  Indio  pump  station  is  to  be  50,C00- 
70,000  bbl  capacity  per  SOHIO  (DEIR) 

Table  5-1-6-2;   A  pollutant  species  of  significance,  especially 
during  the  construction  phase,  is  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  which 
is  not  listed  in  the  table.   The  DEIR  estimate  is  about 
25,000  lb/day  of  CO  to  be  emitted  during  the  construction 
phase  for  the  California  portion  of  the  project. 
The  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  referring  to 
"venting"  should  not  be  included  in  the  discussion  on 
ballasting.   Venting  is  the  emitting  of  hydrocarbons  to 
the  atmosphere  from  the  cargo  holds  ae«  result  of  hydro- 
carbon vapor  growth  in  the  tanks  caused  by  ambient  temperature 
and  pressure  changes. 
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Page 
5-126 


The  second  paragraph  mentions  the  DEIS  differs  from  the 
DEIR  in  the  treatment  of  mitigating  measures  for  tankers 
not  under  propulsion.   Assuming  this  refers  to  possible 
mitigation  measures  involving  ballasting  operations,  the 
DEIR  also  lists  as  mitigation  (1)  use  of  segregated 
ballast  systems  by  tankers  using  the  terminal  or  (2)  restrict- 
ing tankers  to  minimum  possible  ballasting  while  in  the 
South  Coast  Air  Basin  (only  for  ships  without  segregated 
ballast).  (DEIR,  App.  A,  P.A-91) 

Last  sentence  of  first  paragraph  needs  to  be  expanded  or 
clarified. 


Footnote  C  of  Table  5*1.6. 1.2-1  implies  expanding  storage 
tank  capacity  for  the  expansion  phase  of  one  million  barrels 
per  day.   However,  the  DEIS  assumes  the  expansion  phase 
will  require  no  additional  storage  tanks  nor  tanker  berths, 
only  an  increase  in  the  frequency  of  tanker  calls.   In 
contrast,  the  DEIR  assumes  an  expansion  to  one  million 
barrels  per  day  (phase  II)  will  require  one  additional 
marine  berth  and  eight  additional  storage  tanks.  (App  XIII, 
Vol.  2,  Part  2,  DEIR) 
5-121   I  (typo)  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  for  one-hour 
I  average  oxidant  should  be  0.08  ppm,  not  0.08pphm. 
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The  final  CBI  Report  (Nov.  1976)  indicates  emission  rates 
which  are  about  8  to  10  percent  of  those  predicted  by  the 
API  method.,  assuming  a  double  seal  with  or  without  gaps. 
A  double  seal  is  being  recommended  by  CBI  for  the  proposed 
SOHIO  storage  tanks. 
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According  to  Table  5.1.6.1.2-5,  the  expected  frequency 
of  three  70,000  DWT  tankers  ballasting  simultaneously  is 
once  every  50  years,  not  once  every  400  years. 
Ambient  oxidant  levels  are  shown  to  increase  two  to  four 
times  on  the  Dominguez  Hills  and  Pier  J  trajectories, 
between  1980  and  the  year  2000.   Enactment  of  New  Source 
Review  (NSR)  rules  for  stationary  sources  and  other 
control  strategies  by  the  regulating  agencies  would  seem 
to  suggest  a  leveling  off,  if  not  improvement,  in  the 
ambient  ozone  concentration. 

Third  sentence  of  first  paragraph  seems  to  be  out  of  place 
or  needs  clarification. 

Do  the  emission  rates  shown  on  Table  5.1.6.1.2-8  take 
into  account  a  reduction  in  S0->  emissions  for  ships  with 
an  inerting  system? 

Although  relatively  small,  hydrocarbon  emissions  from 
pumps  and  valve  seals  would  add  to  the  pipeline  operational 
emissions. 

The  DEIS  should  address  emissions  from  a  potential  pipe- 
line oil  spill.   Such  an  oil  spill  from  the  pipeline 
could  have  very  significant  air  quality  impacts  depending 
on  the  location  of  the  spill,  the  response  time  to  shut- 
down of  the  system  and  the  meteorlogical  conditions. 
The  breakwater  would  cover  26.6  acres  (DEIR)  versus 
21  acres  (DEIS) 

Using  a  5  minute  shut-down  period  and  a  volume  of  8,776 
barrels  per  mile  of  42"  pipe,  a  spill  of  2,825  barrels 
would  eccur  at  the  Colorado  River  crossing  due  to  pipe 
rupture.  (Based  on  700,000  bbl/tay  throughput  and  a  650' 
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| length  of  pipe  across  the  Colorado  River  with  valves  at 


either  side. 


3-278  1-Tbe  existing  natural  gas  line  from  Beaumont  to  the  Indi 
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Pump  Station  belongs  to  Southern  California  Gas  Co. 


5-507  |  It  is  estimated  that  a  pump  station  would  requir 
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five  month  construction  period  using  100-1  JO  workers. 


Page 

5-513   |  The  distances  in  Table  3.1.12.1-1  are  those  assuming 
40  I  the  Hynes  Terminal  is  used.   Are  they  the  same  if  the 
I  Dominguez  Hills  site  is  used? 
3-319  „■  Needs  to  be  clarified;   will  the  pipeline  be  on  the  east 
I  or  west  side  of  the  Los  Angeles  River. 

impacted  may  not 
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3-326        iList   of  parks  and  recreation 
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■be   complete.      Compare  with  DEIR,   Vol.   2,    Part  2,    App  VII. 
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I  What,  if  anything,  will  be  done  with  the  exposed  portions 
of  the  pipeline? 

Port  and  terminal  area  would  require  approximately  90 
million  kwh/yr  of  electrical  power.   DEIR,  Vol.  1, 
Part  1,  P  IV-25  states  100  million  kwh/yr  is  required 
(67  million  kwh/yr  at  pier  J  and  13  million  kwh/yr  at  Hynes). 
Use  of  86.96  million  gallons  of  water  for  testing  pipe- 
line from  Long  Beach  terminal  to  Eagletail  Mountain, 
Arizona  will  have  considerable  impact  on  water  systems 
of  either  Long  Beach  or  Dominguez.   DEIR,  Vol.  1,  Part 
P.  IV-25  states  26  million  gallons  of  water  required  ti 
test  Pier  J  and  Hynes  storage  tanks  would  cause  no  adverse 
impact.   DEIR,  Vol.  2,  Part  2,  P.  IV-2  states  approximately 
1^.3  million  gallons  of  water  would  be  obtained  probably 
from  L.A.  for  testing  throughout  the  finished  pipeline. 
This  volume  is  readily  available  from  L.A.  according  to  DEIR, 
Vol.  2,  Part  2,  P.II-402.   The  DEIS  on  P. 7-7  states  800 
acre-feet  (260.7  million  gallons)  of  water  used  for  hydro- 
static testing  of  the  pipeline.  With  these  radically 
different  estimates  of  test  water  volume,  it  may  be  deduced 
that  no  one  really  knows  what  hydrostatic  test  method  will 

be  used. 
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Page 

u-3   ■  What  by-products  will  be  directed  to  holding  tanxs  during 
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[purging 

Ilt  is  not  clear  from  the  maps  in  Attachment  1  which  areas 
of  high  risk  will  have  the  pipe  placed  above-ground. 


4-3  -|The  use  of  0.5%  sulfur  fuel  in  port  by  the  SOHIO  fleet 
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would  be  an  applicant  committed  mitigation  measure. 
All  ships  using  Pier  J  will  be  required  to  burn  0.55c 
or  less  sulfur  content  bunker  fuel  for  off-loading 
crude  oil.   If  put  into  effect,  the  common  carrier 
status  of  the  terminal  may  effectively  be  in  name  only 
since  only  the  SOHIO  fleet  may  have  the  ability  to 
utilize  0.5%  sulfur  bunker  fuel  in  segregated  fuel  tanks. 
Only  tankers  having  a  minimum  of  20%  segregated  ballast 
will  be  permitted  to  utilize  the  proposed  berthing 
facilities.   Again,  this  would  preclude  use  of  the  terminal 
as  a  common  carrier  facility  for  a  great  majority  of  tankers. 
A  mitigation  measure  considered  as  an  assured  commitment 
(by  whom)  is  the  the  relocation  of  the  pipeline  to  the  west 
bank  of  the  L.A.  River  flood  control  channel  from  the  pro- 
posed east  bank.   The  DEIR  describes  the  pipeline  route 
location  on  the  east  bank  of  the  L.A.  river  control  channel 
(Vol.  1,  Part  1,  Fig.  1-6)  Mitigation  would  be  by  segmental 
construction. 
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CHAPTER  5 

Referring  to  operational  oil  spills,  the  DEIS  states  that 
a  statistical  projection  indicates  an  annual  spill  of 
1,221  bbls  on  the  ocean  segment  and  130  bbls  in  the  San 
Pedro  Bay.   Page  5-21  states  that  57  bbls/yr  is  statistically 
predicted  at  Long  Beach  due  to  project  operations.   In 
contrast,  the  DEIR  predicts  (Vol.  3,  Part  5,  P-  "6,  Table  2&) 
575  bbls  of  oil  will  be  spilled  at  Long  Beach  over  a  10  year 
period  due  to  the  SOHIO  tanker  fleet.   The  same  amount 
(575  bbls)  is  estimated  to  be  spilled  at  sea  plu?  coastal 
waters. 

At  the  major  California  faults,  an  earthquake  could  cause 
a  9,200  barrel  oil  spill.   The  DEIR,  Vol.  2,  Part  1,  F.I-"9 
estimates  a  60,000  barrel  oil  spill  at  the  San  Andreas 
Fault,  Coachella  Valley  due  to  an  earthquake  caused 
ruptured  pipeline. 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  should  be  N02*  not  NO. 
Sulfur  Dicxide  should  be  SOp 
"Hypothesizing  spill  sizes  and  spill  events  is  essentially 
meaningless  quantifications  since  the  probability  these 
events  would  occur,  as  assigned,  is  essentially  zero." 
This  statement  might  be  misinterpreted  by  itself  and  a 
reference  to  the  spill  scenarios  in  Chapter  3  might  be 
appropriate. 
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CHAPTER  6 

Estimated  economic  life  of  the  pipeline  la  ?5  to  35  years. 
DEIR,  Vol.  I,  Pert  I,  P.  VIII-l  etateB  the  useful  life  of 
the  project  la  about  1*0   years,  baaed  on  Information  furnished 
by  SOHIO. 

Pipeline  access  roads  would  provide  additional  access  for 
motorized  recreatlonlats.   On  P.  J*-5l  a  mitigation  proposed 
will  have  gates  Installed  on  all  maintenance  roads  to  prevent 
unauthorized  access,  to  prevent  unnecessary  vehicular  access 
and  reduce  vandalism.   This  Is  a  contradiction;  which  view- 
point is  correct? 

Under  options  foreclosed  for  future  usee  of  man's  environ- 
ment, no  mention  is  made  of  the  effects  on  the  successful 
llve-balt  anchovy  fishery  within  the  harbor  (DEIR,  Vol.  1, 
Part  I,  P.  11-18). 

CHAPTER  7 
SOHIO  tanker  fleet  will  consume  8,0^5  bble/day  bunker  fuel  in 
transportation  from  Valdez  to  Long  Beach,  Including  unloading. 
As  developed  from  data  contained  in  DEIR,  Vol.  I,  Part  I, 
P.  A-50  &  A-55,  the  SOHIO  tanker  fleet  will  consume  6,909 
bbl/day  travelling  round-trip  between  Valdez  and  Long  Beach 
and  363  bbl/day  unloading  for  a  total  of  7,272  bbl/day  fuel 
corns  umptlon. 
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"The   total   round-trip  distance   from  Valdez   to  the  Oulf  Coast 
is  approximately   3l»000  nautical   miles.      During   such  a 
voyage,    a   220,000  DWT  tanker  would   consume  about   90,000 
barrels   of  bunker   fuel    or  about   O.O65  barrels   of  bunker 
fuel   per  barrel   of  crude   oil  delivered."      The   DEIR,    Vol.    3, 
Part  2,    P.    III-15  states   the   round-trip  distance   Is   39#O00 
miles   and   about    15  barrels   of  crude  delivered    for  each  barrel 
of  bunker   fuel   consumed  which   ie  approximately  1  .**%  of  the 
energy   delivered. 

The  DEIS   Information  pertaining   to   Ports-of-Entry   and 
Routing  Altern   tives  appear  to  have  been  predominantly 
derived   from  the  DEIR,    Vol.    3»    Part,    (Alternative  Study) 
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ENERGY  SUPPLY  AM)  DEMAND 

(1)  One  important  energy  supply  and  demand  issue  raised  by  the 
SOHIO  Project  is  the  extent  of  the  future  West  Coast  crude  oil 
surplus  as  a  result  of  North  Slope  production.   An  estimate  of 
this  surplus  is  important  in  establishing  the  necessity  of  the 
project  and  in  comparing  it  to  possible  alternatives.   The  only 
fipures  in  the  DEIS  for  the  West  Coast  oil  surplus  are  in.   array 
of  estimated  PADD  V  surpluses  made  by  various  private  companies, 
and  consultinc  firms  (2-1062)   It  would  be  helpful  if  the  DEIS 
included  an  estimate  of  the  future  PADD  V  crude  oil  surplus  based 
on  BLI;' s  figures  and  assumptions  for  PADD  V  energy  supply  and 
demand. 

(2)  Another  important  supply/demand  issue  of  the  SOHIO  Project 
is  the  possibility  that  abandonment  of  natural  gas  lines  to 
California  will  threaten  the  availability  of  natural  gas  in  Calif- 
ornia.  The  DEIS  discusses  this  issue  and  concludes  (with  one 
unlikely  exception,  p.  3-59/0  that  abandonment  of  one  thirty-inch 
natural  gas  pipeline  would  have  no  impact  on  California's  gas 
supply  status.   However,  in  the  Executive  Summary  (1-38)  the  DEIS 
mentions  the  possibility  of  abandoning  a  second  thirty-inch 
natural  gas  pipeline  to  expand  the  capacity  of  the  project.   Al- 
though it  is  understood  that  such  an  expansion  is  considered  a  sep- 
arate action  necessitating  additional  permits  and  environmental 
assessment,  the  gas  supply  issue  is  so  important  to  the  people 

of  California  that  the  impact  of  the  abandonment  of  a  second  gas 
line  on  deliverability  of  natural  gas  to  California  should  be 
discussed  in  the  DEIS. 
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(3)  The  Business-as-usual  (BAU)  supply  projection  uses  a  313  world 
oil  price  assumption  as  the  most  likely  price  through  1989.   Such 

a  figure  should  be  justified,  as  other  estimates  have  been  quite 
different.  ■  For.-  example,  A. D. Little,  in  the  DEIR,  Vol  3,  Part  1, 
P.  35-^0,  project  the  following  future  prices  for  delivered  crude 
oil  to  the  U.S.,  under  their  Intermediate  Pri^e  Case  assumptions: 
1975  1980  1985 
810.71  814.55  825.09 
The  assumptions  behind,  the  DEIS' s  813-00  figure  should  be  given. 

(4)  The  magnitude  of  Alaskan  oil  development  described  in  the  DEIS 
os  "Business-as-usual"  seems  far  from  that.   In  numerous  parts 

of  the  DEIS,  the  BAU  Supply  scenario  is  described  as  "a  massive 
exploratory  and  developmental  effort"  (2-101'),  "far  from  the 
stwtus  quo"  (2-990),  etc.   The  Alaskan  production  figures  result- 
ing from  this  "BAU"  scenario  are  significantly  higher  than 
most  other  estimates  of  future  Alaskan  production: 
Million  BBL/day 
DEIS       A.D.L.       Others  (from  F.E.A.)" 
I960        2.0        1.76       1.7—1.8 
3985       3.1       2.6       1-9—2-7 

An  explanation  of  this  "far  from  status  quo"  "Business-as-usual" 
Alaskan  oil  development  appears  to  be  necessary. 

(5)  The  DEIS  contradicts  itself  on  the  issue  of  potential  future 
TAPS  expansion.   In  the  Executive  Summary  (1-6),  it  states 
"...Alyeska  pipeline  Company  does  not  anticipate  increasing  the 
flow  beyond  1.2  million  BPD  without  additional  pumps.  .No  schedule 
presently  exists  for  pumping  at  the  2  million  BPD  capacity  figure." 
However,  one  of  the  assumptions  under  BAU  supply  outlook  (2-962) 

'North  Slope  Crude — Where  to?  How?,  FEA,  1976 
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is  "Alaskan  pipeline  capacity — 2.0  mmbpd  in  1980;  2.5  mmbpd  in 
1985."   This  contradiction  should  be  cleared  up. 
(6)  The  DEIS  also  contradicts  itself  on  the  possiblility  of 
insufficient  natural  gas  pipeline  capacity  to  California.   On 
p.  i-393,  it  is  stated  that  under  the  five  DEIS  gas  supply  scennr: 
trie  abandonment  of  the  thrrty-inch  pipeline  would  have  no  impact 
on  the  natural  gas  supply  operations  to  California.   On  p.  3-39^, 
it  states  that  "under  the  Arctic  gas/Midwest  scenario  (one  of  the 
five  scenarios  mentioned  above),  a  deficit  in  natural  gas  pipeline 
capacity  does  appear  with  the  abandonment  of  an  existing  30-inch 
Perr.ian  Basin  line."  The  conditions  of  this  potential  deficit 
should  be  discussed  more  fully  in  the  main  DEIS  (although  this 
is  done  in  Vol.  8,  the  Energy  Supply/Demand  volume  (p.  98-101) 
th.it  study  is  poorly  organized  and  not  readily  available  to  the 
public.  ) 

(?)   In  discussing  the  natural  gas  pipeline  capacity  to  California, 
the  DEIS  fails  to  consider  the  possibility  of  reinforcing  exist- 
ing pipelines  to  expand  capacity  in  the  face  of  capacity  deficits 
:-s  is  done  in  the  DEIR  (Vol.  9)  and  FEA  (271).* 

•North  Slope  Crude— Where  To?  How?,   PEA,  19?6 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

(1)  P. 3-  35^  tanker  crews —  The  DEIS  states  that  800  crew  members 
would  be  hired  to  man  the  14  tankers.   The  DEIR,  on  the  other  hand 
gives  a  figure  of  323  employees  to  man  the  11  SCHIO  tankers  (Vol. 1-2, 
P.  1V-75)  One  possible  reason  for  this  disagreement  could  be  the 
3LM' s  assumption  that  half  of  the  crew  members  would  be  working  while 
half  were  on  leave.   Socio  Economic  Systems  assumption  is  that  for 

a  crew  of  28,  seven  would  be  "on  stand-by. 

(2)  It  is  mentioned  several  times  in  the  DEIS  that  construction 
time  l'cr  the  Long  Beach  portion  of  the  project  would  be  16  months. 
(3-362,  3-363)   According  to  the  DEIR,  the  construction  time  will 
he  ^5  months. 

(2)  Page  3-362— The  DEIS  states  that  "In  California  there  will  be 
approximately  2,000  construction  workers"  under  the  heading 
"Long  Beach  area,  Construction  Phase".   Is  this  figure  for  the 
Long  Beach  terminal  or  California  total?  The  DEIR  says,  for  Long 
Beach  terminal,  the  total  number  of  workers  involved  will  be 
approximately  960  and  for  the  pipeline  (in  California)  1,738  jobs 
will  be  generated  during  the  construction  phase. 

(4)  The  DEIS  fails  to  describe  the  impact  of  the  SOHIO  Project 

on  the  property  tax  revenues  of  the  areas  it  traverses.  On  p. 3-369, 
it  states  that  taxes  generated  by  the  project  are  "not  quantifiable" 
However,  they  are  quantified  in  detail  in  the  DEIR,  and  prove  to  be 
significant,  especially  in  the  Long  Beach/Los  Angeles  area. 

(5)  The  DEIS,  in  its  employment  figures,  fails  to  estimate  "indirect 
employment"  of  the  project,  i.e.,  indirect  effects  of  "consumption 
spending  by  emplovees  and  direct  spending  by  the  operators  of  the 
project. 


I  (6)  The  Socio-economics  section  Qoeb  not  aiscuss  the  economic 
cost  or  benefit  of  the  pipeline  conversion  to  California  gas 
consumers. 

I  (7)  P.  2-964 — footnote  a.   Something  is  missing. 
(8)  P.  2-982— C02  ?? 
(9)  P.  2-1022 — between  paragraphs  2  and  3,   something  is  missing. 


AIR  QUALITY  APPENDIX 
Page 

■  Table  M. 1.1,2     The  amount  of  segregated  ballast  is 

75  I  20%  for  the  80,000  DWT  and  36%  for  the  120,000  DWT  and 

165,000  DVT  tankers. 

The  reactive  fraction  for  crude  oil 

3  rather  than  83-3. 

Annual  cargo  (million  bbl)  for  the 

80,000  DWT  tanker  should  be  56.77  rather  than  46.77. 

It  is  stated  that  the  worst  case  1980  fleet  would 

incorporate   three  additional  70,000  DWT  non-SOHIO 

tankers.      However,   Table  A3. 1,6. 1-9   shows  four  70,000  DWT 

tankers   (non-SOHIO). 


A-284  •  I  Table  A3. 1.6. 1-7 

|  vapor  should  be  I 

A-285      I  Table  A}. 1.6. 1-8 

77 


A-285 
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TANKER  TRAFFIC  STUDY 

The  difference  in  the  estimates  for  operational  spills 
between  this  study  (DEIS)  and  Socio-Economic-Systems 
study  (DEIR)  appear  to  be  due  to  the  fact  that  300 
vessel  calls  per  year  are  anticipated  as  compared  to 
267. 
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ATTACHMENT  I-KAPS 

Hynes  Terminal  is  shown  as  Option  1  and  Doioincuez  Hills 
as  Option  2  on  the  maps.   However,  in  the  DEIS  discussio 
very  little  is  written  about  the  Hynes  Terminal  as  the 
inland  site  as  proposed  by  SOHIO. 

There  is  a  transmission  line  to  the  Indio  Purtp  Station 
that  is  not  shown  on'  this  map. 


RESPONSE 


Comment  #1 


The  Tanker  Traffic  Study  has  been  ex- 
panded and  incorporated  in  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A  of  the  FES.   Relevant  find- 
ings and  conclusions  from  the  remain- 
ing studies  are  discussed  in  the  var- 
ious sections  of  the  FES.   See  the 
Table  of  Contents  in  Chapter  1  for  a 
listing  of  where  these  studies  are  lo- 
cated. 

Comments  #2  and  #3 

Dominguez  Hills  site  has  been  desig- 
nated by  the  applicant  as  the  inland 
terminal;  it  will  utilize  69  acres  of 
land.   See  Sections  1.0  and  1.1.1.1, 
under  Details  of  California  Route. 

Comment  #4 

The  correct  mileage  of  the  pipeline 
from  Long  Beach  to  Midland  is  1,026.6 
miles  and  has  been  corrected  through- 
out the  statement. 

Comment  #5 

The   word    supertanker  has  been  deleted 
from    Section    1.0. 


Comment  #6 

Expansion  of  the  pipeline  system  has. 
been  addressed  in  Section  1.0. 

Comment  #7 

The  number  of  trips  for  each  tanker  is 
that  proposed  by  the  applicant  and  was 
not  changed.   See  Section  1.0. 

Comment  #8 

The  depth  of  water    for   safe  operations 
of   the    165,000   DWT  tankers   is   62    feet 
and   has   been  corrected   in   Section 

1.2.2.1,  under  Dredging. 

Comment  #9 

The  applicant  has  stated  that,  pending 
negotiations,  Southern  California 
Edison  will  service  the  Port  of  Long 
Beach,  Dominguez  Hills,  and  the  three 
other  pump  stations  in  California. 
This  is  addressed  in  Section  1.2.3.2, 
under  California. 

Comment  #10 

See  Comment  9  above  and  Section 

1.2.3.2,  California. 
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Comment  #11 


Comment  #15 


This  statement  has  been  corrected  as 
not  being  part  of  the  proposed  SOHIO 
project.  See  Section  1.4.2.3,  under 
City  and  County  Plans  and  Programs, 

Comment  #12 

Section  2,1.3.3.1,  under  Seismicity, 
has  been  revised  to  reference  Table 
2.1.3.3.2-1  which  describes  the  Palos 
Verdes  fault  as  active  and  capable  of 
generating  a  magnitude  7  earthquake. 

Comment  #13 

The  paragraph  was  removed  from  the 
FES. 

Comment  #14 

Section  2.1.6.2,  under  Oxides  of  Sul- 
fur, has  been  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment , 


The  proposal  by  SOHIO  is  for  an  inland 
terminal,  conversion  of  natural  gas 

?ipelines,  construction  of  new  pipe- 
ine ,  pump  stations,  and  ancillary 
power  lines,  and  a  Midland,  Texas, 
terminal,  as  well  as  a  marine  ter- 
minal.  Hence,  the  proposal  involves 
environmental  impacts  and  permits  be- 
yond those  of  only  a  marine  terminal. 

Comment  #16 

The  best  available  analysis  meth- 
odologies were  employed  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  the  FES;  no  text  change  was 
believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #17 

The  land/sea  breeze  effect  is  a  local 
meso-scale  meteorological  event  and 
would  not  necessarily  affect  oil  slick 
movement  outside  the  influence  of  this 
wind  circulation  system.   No  text 
changes  were  believed  to  be  necessary. 

Comment  #18 

It  is  explained  in  Section  3.1.5.1.2, 
under  Port  Area,  that  the  tidal  ranges 
are  those  which  are  shown  on  Figure 
2.1.5.1.3-1. 


Comment  #19 

The  Los  Angeles  River  crossing  would 
be  a  new  aboveground  crossing;  see 
Table  1.2.3.2-2. 

Comment  #20 

After  reanalysis  of  data,  no  change 
was  deemed  necessary. 

Comment  #21 

The  DEIR  and  DEIS  are  complete  and 
separate  documents.   They  were  pre- 
pared using  different  assumptions  and 
analysis  methods.   The  text  on  this 
subject  was  reanalyzed  and  no  changes 
were  believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #22 

The  comment  was  noted,  but  no  change 
was  made . 


Comment  #23 

Appendix  A3: 1.6.1  in  the  FES  lists 
total  emissions  estimated  from  all 
sources.   The  discussion  on  impact  of 
carbon  monoxide  due  to  construction 
has  been  revised  and  expanded  in  Sec- 
tion 3.1.6.1.1  to  include  the  impact 
attributable  to  vehicles. 

Comment  #24 

The  sentence  has  been  deleted  in  the 

FES. 

Comment  #25 

The  paragraph  has  been  deleted  in  the 
FES. 

Comment  #26 

The  sentence  has  been  deleted  in  the 
FES. 

Comment  #27 

All   references   to   air   quality  impacts 
from   an   expansion  mode  have   been  de- 
leted.     Expansion  of   the    facilities 
would   require    additional   environmental 
assessment   and   permits. 
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Comment  #28 


Comment  #3 1 


The  text  in  Section  3.1.6.1.2,  under 
Oxidant  Impacts,  has  been  changed  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #29 

Text  references  to  the  CBI  report  in 
the  FES  have  been  updated.   Reference 
is  also  made  in  the  FES  to  the  study 
by  Engineering-Science,  Inc .  for  the 
Western  Oil  and  Gas  Association. 

Comment  #30 

The  probability  given  in  the  DES  (400 
years)  is  lower  than  the  one  in  the 
table.   The  lower  probability  in  the 
text  was  based  on  the  additional  con- 
ditions that  ballasting  occurred  dur- 
ing evening  or  morning  hours  during 
meteorological  conditions  likely  to 
result  in  exceeding  the  oxidant  stan- 
dard downwind.   Analysis  and  discus- 
sion of  event  probabilities  were  sub- 
stantially revised  in  the  FES.   De- 
tails of  calculations  are  presented  in 
Append  ix  A3 . 1 . 6 . 1 . 


The  industrial  growth  figures  in  the 
report  are  taken  from  data  obtained 
from  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board  and  are  high  estimates.   The  DES 
employed  best  available  data.   The 
modeling  of  oxidant  in  year  2000  was 
removed  and  replaced  with  a  new  dis- 
cussion in  Section  3.1.6.1.2  of  the 
FES. 

Comment  #32 

The  text  in  Section  3.1.6.1.2,  under 
Sulfur  Dioxide,  has  been  changed  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #33 

The  table  takes  this  into  account. 

Comment  #34 

All  estimated  emissions  are  tabulated 
in  Append  ix  A3 . 1 . 6 . 1 . 


Comment  #35 

See  Table  3.1.5.2.2-1  and  related  text 
in  Section  3.1.5.2  and  in  Section 
5.6.2,  under  Probability  of  Oil  Spills 
and  Leaks . 

Comment  #36 

This  figure  was  checked  and  21  acres 
was  found  to  be  the  correct  figure  for 
benthic  habitat  lost. 

Comment  #37 

Section  3.1.8.2.2  has  been  clarified 
by  including  additional  data  used  to 
derive  the  figure  given.   No  change  in 
the  spill  volume  figure  was  necessary. 

Comment  #38 

Section  3.1.9.2.2  has  been  substan- 
tially revised  and  this  statement  has 
been  deleted. 

Comment  #39 

Section  3.1.11.2.1,  under  Pump  Sta- 
tions, has  been  changed  to  reflect 
this  comment. 


Comment  #40 

This  table  is  correct  and  would  be  the 
same  for  either  Hynes  or  Doming uez 
Hills. 

Comment  #41 

The  pipeline  would  be  on  the  west  side 
of  the  Los  Angeles  River  as  described 
in  Chapter  1  in  Section  1.1.1.1,  under 
Details  of  California  Route. 

Comment  #42 

After  checking  recreation  areas  in  the 
California  DEIR  (Volume  2,  Part  2, 
App .  VII),  no  changes  in  the  FES  were 
believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #43 

The   applicant   has   not   clarified   this 
matter   at   this  writing.      However,   no 
significant   adverse    impacts  have   been 
identified,    assuming  normal    pipeline 
design   procedures    for   exposed   pipe 
would   be    followed. 
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Comment  #44 


Comment  #48 


The  text  in  Section  3.1.15.1  has  been 
changed  to  state  the  port  and  terminal 
area  would  require  approximately  100 
million  kwh/yr  of  electrical  power. 

Comment  #45 

Section  3.1.5.1  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  the  Hydrostatic  Test  Plan  pre- 
sented in  Section  1.2.2.1,  and  in 
Table  1.2.3.2-26  and  Appendix 
Al.2.3.2, 

Comment  #46 

Section  4.1.1  has  been  clarified  in 
the  FES. 

Comment  #47 

Areas  of  high  risk,  designated  on 
Attachment  1,  do  not  imply  that  a 
special  pipeline  arrangement  will  be 
incorporated.   The  only  special  pipe- 
line configuration  planned  will  be  the 
San  Andreas  fault  crossing  near  Indio, 
California . 


The  applicant's  committed  mitigating 
measure  for  burning  0.5  percent  fuel 
in  port  was  inadvertently  left  out  of 
the  DES  and  was  included  in  Section 
4.1.5  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #49 

The  BLM  believes  this  is  a  valid  miti- 

fating  measure.   Retrofitting  of  tan- 
ers  could  be  accomplished  to  meet  the 
mitigating  measures.   The  impacts 
identified  in  Chapter  5  reflect  use  of 
the  facilities  by  all  tankers  under 
the  revised  mitigating  measures. 

Comment  #50 

See  response  to  Comment  48  above. 

Comment  #51 

This  mitigating  measure  has  been  de- 
leted.  The  proposal  now  is  to  route 
the  pipeline  along  the  west  bank  of 
the  Los  Angeles  River  flood  control 
channel.   See  Section  1.1.1.1,  under 
Details  of  the  California  Route. 


Comment  #52 

The  reference  to  57  barrels  has  been 
changed  to  130  barrels  in  Section 
5.8.1,  under  Marine  and  Estuarine 
Birds. 

Comment  #53 

See  response  to  Comment  20  above. 

Comment  #54 

These   errors  have   been  corrected   in 
the   FES. 

Comment   #55 

This  statement  has  been  deleted  from 
the  FES. 

Comment  #56 

Based   on   information    from   the   appli- 
cant,   an   approximate   period   of  25-35 
years   was   determined   to  be   the   life   of 
the   project. 

Comment   #57 

The  cited  mitigating  measure  was  dele- 
ted in  the  FES. 


Comment  #58 

Section  6.2.2  has  been  revised  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 

Comment  #59 

The  figures  presented  in  Chapter  7  are 
believed  to  be  correct,  based  on 
available  information. 

Comment  #60 

The  figures  were  reanalyzed  and  no 
text  change  was  believed  to  be  neces- 
sary. 

Comment  #61 


The  data  presented  in  the  energy  sup- 
ly  and  demand  section  represent  the 
est  available  data  and  are  represen- 
tative of  the  anticipated  crude  oil 
surplus  scenarios. 


§ 


Comment  #62 

The    impacts  of  the   abandonment   of  a 
second   30-inch  natural   gas    line   would 
be   the    subject   of  a  new  and    separate 
ES.      Expansion   is   not   in  the   scope   of 
this   ES, 
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Comment   #63 


Comment    #6 7 


The  business-as-usual    supply  projec- 
tion  is   an   assumed    scenario   based   upon 
1975   dollars.      The    information   is 
based    upon  an   FEA  document,    Federal 
Energy  Outlook,    dated    1976. 

Comment   #64 

The  best  available  data  were  employed 
in  the  DES  and  FES.   Available  data 
present  a  wide  range  of  estimates  of 
the  magnitude  of  anticipated  Alaskan 
oil  development.   These  figures  are 
from  the  National  Energy  Outlook, 
1976,  prepared  by  the  Federal  Energy 
Administration . 

Comment  #65 

The  increased  pipeline  capacity  would 
occur  with  additional  pumps.   There  is 
no  contradiction. 

Comment  #66 

Section  3.1.16.5,  under  Natural  Gas, 
has  been  revised  to  correct  this  con- 
tradiction . 


The  DEIR,  FEA  report,  and  this  ES  are 
complete  and  separate  documents.  The 
assumptions  and  analysis  methods  era- 

?loyed  in  each  report  are  also  dif- 
erent.   No  text  changes  in  the  FES 
with  regard  to  this  question  were 
believed  to  be  warranted. 

Comment  #68 

SOHIO  Transportation  Company  has  indi- 
cated that  tanker  crews  will  work  for 
six  months  out  of  every  year  and  take 
the  remaining  time  as  vacation;  hence, 
the  necessity  for  two  crews  per  ship. 

Comment  #69 

Section  3.1.16.2,  under  Conversion/ 
Construction,  has  been  revised  to  be 
consistent  with  Figure  1.1,2.1-1. 

Comment  #70 

Please  refer  to  Comment  68  above. 
Tables  1.2.3.2-4,  -7  and  -10  state 
2 ,000  construction  workers  would  be 
used  in  California.   This  figure  does 
not  include  personnel  required  for  the 
marine  terminal  construction. 


Comment  #71 

Section  3.1,16.2  has  been  changed  to 
reflect  the  relatively  small  revenue 
accruing  to  the  City  of  Long  Beach  and 
Los  Angeles  County. 

Comment  #72 

These  figures  are  too  small  for  analy- 
sis.  Rather,  an  analysis  on  the  in- 
terindustry linkages  was  performed  to 
determine  which  industrial  sectors 
would  most  benefit  from  construction 
of  the  proposed  project. 

Comment  #73 

An   economic   cost-benefit    study   is   con- 
sidered  outside    the   scope   of   this  en- 
vironmental   analysis. 

Comment   #74 

Table  2.1.16.5-2,  Section  2.1.16.5, 
under  Enhanced  Recovery,  and  Section 
2.1.16.5,  under  West  Coast  Oil  Refin- 
ing, have  been  corrected  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #75 

Table  Al . 1 . 1 . 1-2  in  the  FES  Appendix 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment . 


Comment  76 

The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the 

FES. 

Comment  #7  7 

The  text  was  corrected  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #78 

The  text  has  been  corrected  in  the 
FES. 

Comment  #79 

The  issue  has  been  discussed  in  the 
Appendix  Al.l.l.l-A,  Tanker  Traffic 
Study. 

Comment  #80 

Dominguez  Hills  has  been  selected  as 
the  site  of  the  inland  terminal  for 
the  SOHIO  project  and  is  addressed  in 
Chapter  1,  Section  1,1.1.1,  under 
Details  of  the  California  Route. 
Reference  to  the  Hynes  terminal  has 
been  deleted  in  the  map  volume. 

Comment  #81 

This  has   been  corrected   on   Attachment 
1 ,    Maps . 
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STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
January  10,   1977 


STATE  PLANNING  OFFICE 


GRACIELA  (GRACE)  OUVAREZ 


GREER  BUILDING 
505  OON  GASPER 
SANTA  f E.  87503 
(505)  627-2073 


January  10.  1977 


jennv  apooaca 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ELS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 


RE: 


Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Crude  Oil  Transportation 
System:  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas  (As  Proposed  by 
SOHI0  Transportation  Company) 


Dear  Sir: 

Attached  you  will  find  corrments  regarding  the  draft  environmental  state- 
ment from  the  State  of  New  Mexico  Cultural  Properties  Review  Conmittee, 
the  Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  the  State  Park  and  Recreation  Comnis- 
sion,  the  Historic  Preservation  Program,  and  the  State  Engineer  Office. 
The  State  Planning  Office,  of  course,  endorses  and  supports  the  comments 
from  these  State  Agencies. 


Our  review  has  revealed  two  minor  discrepancies 
statement  text,  to  which  we  call  your  attention: 


the  draft  environmental 


Executive  Summary,  page  II1-8.  paragraph  4— In  discussing  water 
quality,  the  draft  environmental  statement  says,  "Also,  some 
sedimentation  would  occur  downstream  from  construction  at  stream 
crossings.  The  Colorado.  Rio  Grande,  and  Pecos  Rivers  are  subject 
to  the  greatest  threats  from  sedimentation."  This  seems  to  imply 
that  construction  would  take  place  on  the  Rio  Grande  River;  how- 
ever, other  references  to  the  Rio  Grande  crossing  imply  or  state 
that  this  crossing  presently  exists  (e.g.  Table  1.2.3.2-2,  page 
1-59,  Chapter  1).  Perhaps,  this  should  be  clarified. 

-■Chapter  1,  page  1-65,  Pump  stations— This  section  refers  to  a 
1 1  list  of  pump  stations  on  Table  1.2.3.3-1.  That  Table  actually 


Although  the  proposed  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System  appears  to  be  the 
most  reasonable  alternative,  we  must  also  recognize  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  and  hazards.  We,  therefore,  urge  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  mitigating  measures  contained  in  Chapter  4,  Sections  4.2.5 
thru  4.2.9  (pages  4-42  thru  4-61). 

The  State  of  New  Mexico  Environmental  Improvement  Agency  will  submit 
comments  under  separate  cover  directly  to  the  Project  Manager  since 
they  were  unable  to  meet  the  State  Clearinghouse  deadline. 

:  the  subject  draft 
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Jack  M.  Mobley,   PJ^nner  II 
Division  of  Natural  Resources 
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January   10,    1977 


Mr.    Chuck  Tulloss,    Project   Manager 

Sohlo   Project 

P.    0.    Box  660 

Lob  Alamitos,  California   90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  on  the  proposed  crude  oil  transportation 
Bytem  between  Valdez,  Alaska  and  Midland,  Texas.   My  comments  con- 
cern cultural  resources  in  New  Mexico. 

The  DES  adequately  describes  the  general  nature  of  direct  and 
indirect  effects  on  cultural  resources  in  the  areas  in  question. 
(3-273ff.).   It  also  gives  a  complete  list  of  registered  historic 
sites  in  the  affected  area  in  New  Mexico  (2-733).   However,  as  the 
DES  points  out  "site  inventory  data  is  inadequate"  (3-274)  and  fur- 
ther archeological/historical  surveys  must  be  performed  (4-6). 


JERRY  APOOACA 


recognizes  that  In  a  project 
damaging,  or  more  damaging. 


The  discussion  of  possible  effect 
of  this  sort,  indirect  effects  may  be 
than  direct  effects. 

Future  archeologlcal  survey  reports  having  to  do  with  the  project 
Bhould  examine  the  question  of  indirect  effect  and  make  specific 
recommendations  with  regard  to  it.   I  will  expect  to  review  the 
reports  as  they  appear,  and  to  consult  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
to  determine  the  disposition  of  any  Bite  to  be  directly  or  indirectly 
affected. 


MEMORANDUM 
22,  1976 


TO:      Warren  Hart,  Division  of  Natural  Resources, 
State  Planning  Office 

FROM:     F.  R.  Allen,  Chief,  Technical  Division 
State  Engineer  Office 

SUBJECT:  Envirormental  Impact  Statement,  Crude  Oil  Transportation 
System:  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  impact  statement  and  offer  the 

following  comment.: 

Chapter  3  Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action, 

page  3-37,  last  paragraph.  The  hydrostatic  test  will 

require  800  acre-feet  of  water  to  be  obtained  along  the 

pipeline  route.  If  water  for  this  purpose  is  removed 

from  declared  underground  water  basins  or  from  surface 

sources  in  New  Mexico  the  acquisition  must  be  in 

accordance  with  State  Engineer  rules  and  regulations. 


Sincerely, 


Th< 

mas  W 

Merlan 

State  His 

toric 

Pr< 

serva 

ion  Offic 
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In  the  State  of  New  Mexico  the  crude  oil  will  be  transported  by  using  an 
existing  pipeline  and  four  new  pumping  stations,  each  reguiring  ten  acres 
of  land  will  be  constructed.   Therefore,  minimal  Impacts  upon  wildlife 
I  and  wildlife  habitat  can  be  expected  from  construction  activities.   However, 
las  the  pipeline  crosses  the  Rio  Grande  and  Pecos  Rivers,  the  potential  for 

a  pipe) ine  break  and  pol lution  of  the  rivers  will  exist  for  the  lifetime  of 
I  the  project.  Because  of  this,  we  would  encourage  caution  in  construction  of 
I  the  new  Prco*  crossing  and  in  monitoring  both  crossings  to  prevent  possible 
I  breaks  in  the  1 ine. 


Sincerely  you 


State  Planning  0ffi.ee 
Division  of  Natural  Resources 
SOS  Don  Caspar 
Santa  Fe,  .New  Mexico   87501 

Attention:  Hr.  Mob ley 

Dear  Mr.  Mobley 

In   reference   to  the   Bureau  of   Land   Management's   Draft    Environmental    Impact 
Statement  pertaining  to  the  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:   Valdei,   Alaska 
to  Hidland,   Texas   (As  Proposed  by_  the  SOHIO  Transportation  Company) ,    there 
are  possibilities   of  both   direct   and   indirect    impact   on   archeotogical    re- 
sources   in  New  Mexico  even  though  much  of  the   pipeline   in  question   is   already 
in   the  ground. 


To  what  extent  the  proposed  system  might  have  on  archeology 
cal  sites  is  impossible  to  say  at  this  time.  Although  the  I 
Impact  Statement  acknowledges  that  the  pipeline  passes  thro* 
to  have  archeological  concentrations,  there  are  no  existing  in 
sites  that  meet  current  archeological  or  historic  preservation 
Archeological  surveys  should  certainly  be  made  in  areas  of  ant 
surface  disturbance,  i.e.,  in  the  vicinities  of  pump  stations, 
valve  locations,  proposed  transmission  lines,  river  crossings, 
routes  to  all  of  these.  Additionally,  an  archeological  survey 
made  along  the  proposed  right-of-wa>  from  south  of  Jal,  New  Me 
New  Mexico-Texas   border--as  well    as   beyond. 


al  and  histor 
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re 

;onunended   above. 

Hopefully,    no  cultural   propert 
-survey  by  qualified   archeologi: 


ine   will    be   traversed   at   one   time 
icles,    so  that  even  areas  not  to 
e   disturbance  might   see   inadvertent 
n  archeological   survey  of  the  entire 
ecommended    in  addition   to  the   surveys 


will  be  adversely  affected, 
,    this   cannot   be   assured   givi 


State   Archeologist 


Room  403      Em 


8u.kJ.n9.  Sinu  F».  New  Mttito 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


NEW  MEXICO 

STATE  PARK  AND  RECREATION  COMMISSION 


December  13,  1976 


This    section  has  been   revised   to   re- 
flect   the   correct   section   and   table 
number , 

Comment   #2 


Hr.    Warren    Hart 

Division  of  Natural  Resources 

State  Planning  Office 

505  Don  Gasper 

Santa  Fe ,  New  Hexico    87503 

Dear  Warren: 

After  reviewing  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  entitled:   "Crude  Oil  Transportation  System 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Hidland,  Texas,"  I  see  no  direct 
Impacts  on  State  Parks  in  New  Hexico. 

However,  the  project  does  anticipate  possible 
Impact  on  the  endangered  cactus,  Onunt  ia  arenarla . 
1n  the  Anthony,  New  Hexico  area.   (See  pages  2-410, 
3-169,  4-45.)   If  removal  of  this  cactus  becomes 
necessary  to  site  the  pipeline,  the  State  Park  and 
Recreation  Commission  would  be  interested  in 
obtaining  any  displaced  cacti  for  display  and  care 
at  Living  Desert  State  Park,  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico. 
Park  personnel  are  willing  to  drive  to  the  site  to 
pick  up  the  affected  individual  cacti. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  donation  of  these  cacti 
to  the  state  can  be  considered  an  additional 

itlgating  measure  for  the  adverse  impact  of  re- 
moving these  endangered  cacti  from  their  habitat. 

Sincere, 


»|; 

I  Ml 


OAVID  JO 
PLANNER 


The   New  Mexico    State   Engineer   Office 
has   been   added   to    Section   1.3.2.3. 

Comment   #3 

Comment   was   noted   but   no    text   change 
was  made  . 

Comment   #4 

As   discussed    in   Section  4.2.8,    surveys 
will   be   conducted   along   all   areas  of 
construction   prior   to   the    issuance  of 
permits.      Because  vehicular   travel    a- 
long    the   existing  gas   pipeline   to  be 
converted   would   utilize  existing   ac- 
cess  and  maintenance   roads 'and   trails, 
a   survey  of  the   entire   route   was   not 
believed    to   be  needed. 

Comment    #5 


Because   donation   of  plants    implies 
that    construction  would  necessarily 
impact    plants,    it   was   believed   that 
such   mitigation  would  be   best   de- 
termined   during    the   agency    evaluation 
discussed   in   Section   4.2,5. 
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January  10,  1977 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

S0HIO  EIS  Project 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 


Our  staff  has  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
proposed  S0HIO  Project. 


We  believe  that  if  proper  design  and  constru 
no  substantial  adverse  environmental  impacts 
in  New  Mexico. 


ion  measures  are  employed; 
ill  result  from  this  project 


We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
Sincerely, 

Thomas  E.  Baca 
Director,  EIA 
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TEXAS  WATER  RIGHTS  COMMISSION 


I  fill  N  I     AUSIIN 


.1  All    nil   II   I    HI    lll'IM, 


OFFICE   OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


ocA.m  Mitcoc 


February   *.    1977 


Hr.   Charlea  R.   Tulloaa,   Project  Manager 

"ii'  r«n  of   Land   Management 

EIS   Project   Office 

P.O.    Box  660 

Loa  AlMltoa,    California   90720 

Dear   Mr.    Tulloaa: 

The  Draft    Envlroraaantal    Iapact    Statement    "Crude  Oil    Transportation 
Syatev:      Valdai,    AJaaka    to  Midland,    Texaa    (Aa  Propoaed   by    SOHIO  Trans- 
portation Company )."  haa   been   reviewed. 


Governor  Brlacoe  aupporta  any 
additional  aourcea  of  energy 
of  aaaurlng  adequate  auppllea 
coat    to  the   people  of    Texas. 


all   feaalble  means  of  bringing 
zaa.      This   policy    1*   the  best   way 
nerg-y   In   the    future   at    reasonable 


If    thle  Office   i 


!  be  of    furthe 


S^jcerely. 
^Charles   D.    Travis 


Budget    and   Planning  Office 


Mr.    Charles  D.    Travis,    Director 
Governor's  Budget  A   Planning  Offic 
411   West  13th  Street 
Austin,   Texas    78701 


KtCEIVED 

DEC  »  1976 

Budget/Planning 


Attention:    Mr.    John    Gosdii 


U.S.   Department  of  the  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management   -- 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment,  Crude  Oil  Transportation 
System:  Valdez,   Alaska  to  Midland, 
Texas  {As  Proposed  by  SOI1IO 
Transportation  Company). 
(Received  December  3,    1976). 


De 


•  Mr,    Travis: 


In  response  to  the  request  in  your  memorandum  of  December  2, 
1976,   the  Commission  staff  has   reviewed  the  referenced  draft  document. 
The  following  comments  are  furnished  for  your  consideration  in  pre- 
paring the  position  statement  of  the  State  of  Texas   relative  to  the  refer- 
enced document: 

1.       The  Commission  staff  reaffirms  the  comments  submitted  in 
letter  of  September  21,    1976,   to  Mr.    Charles  R.   Tulloss. 
Project  Manager,    U.S.   Department  of  the  Interior,     Bureau 
of  Land  Management,   SOHIO  EIS  Project,    relative  to  the 
preparation  of  the  referenced  draft  document-     Attached  is 
a  copy  for  your  ready  reference. 


Rased  on  our  analysis  of  Chapter  R  (Alternatives  to  the  Pro 
posed  Action)  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  and  the  discussion  contained  on  pages  S  16192  thru 
S  16198  of  the  September  20,    1976.   Congressional  Record. 


Mr.  Charles  D.  Tra 
December  23,  1976 
Page  2 


TEXAS  WATER  RIGHTS  COMMISSION 

STI  f  III  N  I     AUS  IINMAILOMKI   HUlUHNt. 
September  2,1,    197G 


we  believe  that  the  proposed  SOHIO  project  to  convert  and 
reverse  an  existing  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  pipeline  and  build 
necessary  connecting  pipelines  from  Long  Beach,  California 
to  Midland,  Texas,  appears  to  be  the  most  feasible  plan  of 
action  to  route  expected  surplus  of  crude  oil  from  the  Fifth 
Petroleum  Administrative  Defense  Department  (PADD)  to 
crude-deficient  areas  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains. 

3.  The  referenced  document  (see  Chapter  1,   Section  1.  3.  2.  4. 
pages  1-150  thru  1-152  of  the  DEIS)  reflects  adequate 
recognition  of  specific  permits  required  in  the  State  of  Texas 
(or  the  proposed  construction  project.     There  ie  general 
agreement  that  there  will  be  no  significant    impacts  on 
water  rights:  and  that  SOHIO  is  cognizant  of  current  Commis- 
sion rules  covering  the  diversion  and  appropriation  or  State 
water  for  pipeline  and  related  facilities  construction,   mainte- 
nance,   and  operation. 

4.  The  staff  believes  that  the  referenced  comprehensive  document 
adequately  fulfills  the  analytical  and  coordinative  requirements 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  of  reviewing  this  vital  document 
which  appears  to  provide  a  (easibile  solution  to  the  handling  of  surplus 
crude  oil  expected  in  PADD  V  starting  in  mid-1977.     If  we  can  be  of 
Turther  help  please  notify  us;  and,    if  you  have  any  questions  on  the 
preceding  comments  notify  Dr.    Alfred  J.    D'Arezzo.   Analyst  for  Environ- 
ment and  Interagency  Coordination,   phone:  (512)  475-2678. 

Very  truly  yOU  rs, 

TEXAS  WATER  RIGHTS  COMMISSION 

Robert  E.    Schneider 
Executive  Director 


Mr.    Charles  R,    Tulloss,    Project  Manager 

U.S.    Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

SOHIO  EIS  Project 

P.   O.    Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,   California    90720 


He:  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  F 
of  l,and  Management,  Preparation 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Stalen 
for  Crude  Oil  Transport  Systems  f 
Valdez,    Alaska  to  Midland.   Texas. 


Dear  Mr.    Tulloss: 


This  is  in  reply  lo  your  letter  of  September  10.    1976,    (your  file 
reference:  1792(CA-970)  ),   to  Chairman  Joe  D.    Carter,    requesting  com- 
ments on  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  relative  lu  Hie  referenced 
proposed  project  insofar  as  that  portion  which  will  he  constructed  in 
Texas       The  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  Section  4.  2.  3.  4,   Texas, 
involve  matters  beyond  the  direct,   statutory  jurisdiction  of  tin-  Texas 
Water  Rights  Commission  to  design,   construct,   or  regulate.     However, 
from  the  viewpoint  of  furthering  basic  State  objectives  of  natural  resource 
conservation  and  management,    and  safety,   the  Commission  supports  such 
proposed  measures  as:   1. )  the  installation  of  water  bars  on  slopes  of 
from   15  percent  to  45  percent  and  a  sustained  length  of  200  feet  or  more, 
in  order  to  impede  soil  erosion  and  to  concentrate  runoff  in  collection 
basins  to  conserve  limited  precipitation;  2.)  the  restoration  of  water 
diversion  or  containment  levees  and  ditches  to  llicir  original  compaction 
and  configuration  following  construction,  and,    3,  )  general  renin  hi  lizat  ion 
of  disturbed  natural  drainage  systems.     We  support  s.uh  measures  becaus 
we  believe  that  they  are  beneficial  to  the  protection  of  existing  Mil-face 

water  rights  and  also  safeguard  .my  existing  un»| ini  in  ted  Male  of  Texas 

waters  in  the  pipeline  project  corridor  and  terminal  facility  area  in  Texas 


RES-AJD:11 
Attachment 
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TEXAS  INDUSTRIAL  COMMISSION 


Mr     Charles  H.    Tulloss 
September  21.    1976 
Page  2 


We  shall  be  happy  Co  ,  cview  II. e  Dial!  Enviroi 

mental  Impact 

Statement  upon  our  receipt  thereof  later  this  year,   a 

,  vou  indicate.     If 

we  ran  be  of  further  assistance,   please  let  us  know  ( 

lotify:  l)r     Alfred 

J     D'Arezzo.    Analyst  for  Environment  and  lnteragen 

:y  Coordination, 

phone  •-  512-475-2678). 

Very  truly  yours, 

TEXAS  WATEI1  MIGHTS  COMMISSION 


»v///,/i 


Robert  E.   Schneider 
Executive  Director 
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wning 


I  Development  Dept. 


Draft  Env 
Oil  Trans 
Midland, 
Company) 


tal  Impact  Statement  for  the  Crude 
on  System  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to 
As  Proposed  by  Sohio  Transportation 


The  Texas  Industrial  Commission  has  no  negative  comments.   There  seem 
be  no  significant  drawbacks  to  the  Texas-related  portion  of  this  proje 
The  east/west  conversion  of  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  and  the 
addition  of  pump  s tat  Ions  appear 


Sine 


ons  to  complete  utlliti 
ely  36  miles  of  the  Nei 


of 


The  linkage  with  and  addition  of  73.1  miles  of  42"  pipe':      an 
Jal,  New  Mexico,  to  Midl.ind,  Texas,  will  create  a  temporary  increase 
of  approximately  396  construction-related  jobs  in  the  area. 


EDMUND  I    NICHOLS 


December  16,   1976 

SEC 


t  i  v  t  £) 


DEC 


Surf, 


fcfftasMip 


Mr.  H.  Anthony  Breard,  Coordinator 
Natural  Resources  Section 
Budget  and  Planning  Office 
Office  of  the  Governor 
Executive  Office  Building 
Austin,  Tx   78701 

Dear  Mr.  Breard: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  December  2,   1976  regarding  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Crude  Oil  Transportation 
System  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas. 

We  have  reviewed  this  multi-volume  DEIS.  Although  occasionally  redundant, 
it  is  very   comprehensive  and  seems  to  be  accurate  in  its  description  of 
the  proposed  action  and  the  possible  environmental  impacts. 


The  recommended  alternative  is  clearly  the  one  which  mo\ 
oil  to  places  it  will  be  most  usable  and  nearest  to  red 
lines.  The  environmental  impact  appears  to  be  acceptabli 


es  the  Alaskan 


the  plans  for  this  important 


,-LJ- 


TEXAS  STATE  SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  BOARD 


December    23,    1976 


4ft  ..... 
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Mr.  II.  Anthony  B,   rd,  Coordmato 
Natural  Resource;   action 
Budget  and  Planning  Office 
411  West  13th  Street 
Austin,  Texas  78701 

Dear  Mr.  Breard: 

You  have   forwarded  a  draft 


ent   for  the  Crude 


Oil   Transportation  System  from  Valdei.    Alaska,   to  Midland     Texas    fas 
proposed  by  S0HI0  Transportation  Company). 

The  draft    statement    adequately  discloses    limiting   soil    factors,    erosio 
and    sediment    run-off,    and    the    impjet    on   agricultural    lands.      However 
-e  suggest   that   contractors   for  SOHIO  contact   local   agricultural   and 
conservation  official    for  assistance.      This   we  believr.    would  allow 
reclamation  work    to  be  based   on  nore  timely  de< 
in  a  reduced  time  required   for  revegetation. 


hopefully 


Thank  mu  for  the  opportunity 


lew  this  draft 
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December  31,  1976 


1* 
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jflcs  D.  Travis 
.rfnbcr  11,   1976 
t*agc  2 


The  above-cited  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  has  been  reviewed  at 
staff  level.     No  conflict  is  foreseen  between  the  proposed  measures  and  any 
planned  or  potential  future  development  of  Texas  water  resources. 


Sincerely, 
Jafcrs  M.  Rose 


Mr.  Charles  D.  Travis,  Director 
Governor's  Budget  and  Planning 

Division 
Office  of  the  Governor 
Executive  Office  Building 
Austin,  Texas     78701 

Attention:     Mr.  H.  Anthony  Breard 

Dear  Mr.  Travis: 

Re:      Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement 
for  the  Crude  Oil  Transportation 
System  from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Mid- 
land, Texas  (as  Proposed  by  SCHIO 
Transportation  Company). 

Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  has  proposed  a  transportation  system  for  delivery  of 
Alaskan  crude  oil  from  the  Texas-Alaska  pipeline  terminal  at  Valdez,  Alaska,  to 
Midland,  Texas,  where  the  oil  can  be  distributed  to  refineries  to  the  north  and 
east.  A  tanker  fleet  will  transport  the  crude  oil  from  Valdez  to  Long  Beach, 
California.  The  crude  oil  will  be  transported  via  pipeline  from  Long  Beach  to 
Midland.  Only  245  miles  of  new  pipeline  will  be  required  to  traverse  the  1,027 
mile  route.  About  788  miles  of  existing  natural  gas  pipeline  will  be  converted 
for  transporting  the  crude  oil. 

An  existing  natural  gas  pipeline  from  El  Paso  to  Jal ,  New  Mexico,  will  be  converted 
to  transport  crude  oil.     All  segments  arc  to  be  pressure  tested  to  insure  against 
leaks  which  could  pollute  adjacent  groindwater.     This  existing  line's  cathodic 
protection  system  will  be  supplemented  as  required  to  mitigate  corrosion. 


TEXAS 
PARKS    AND    WILDLIFE    DEPARTMENT 


General 
Land  Office 


PLANNING  PROGRAM 
1700  North  Congress 
Austin,  Texas  78701 

(512)  475-6902 


January  3,    1977 


Mr.   H.   Anthony  Breard,  Coordii 
Natural    Resources  Section 
Budget  and  Planning  Office 
Office  of  the  Governor 
411  West  13th  Street 
Austin,   Texas     78701 


RE: 


Draft  ElS.for   the  Crude  Oil    Transportation  System  from 
Valdez.  Alaska,   to  Midland,  Texas   (Sohio  Pipeline 
Project) 


Dear  Mr.   Breard: 

This  office  has  completed  its  review  of  the  draft  EIS  on  the  Sohio 
Pipeline  Project.      The  seven-volume  document   appears    to  adequately 
evaluate  all   the  possible   impacts  on  lands  managed  by  the  General 
Land  Office.     We  are  satisfied  that  the  Texas  portion  of  the  pipe- 
line will   be  managed   in  a  manner  that  will   not  cause  any  significant 
negative  impacts  on  these  lands.     However,  we  would  like  to  request 
that   the  proper  right-of-way  easements  be  obtained   for  all   State- 
owned  tracts   traversed  by  the  pipeline. 


We  appreci. 


ordinaling   this   review  with   the  General    Land 


/CW  ^***~*^**v 


Mr.    H,    Anthony   Breard,    Coordinator 
Natural    Resources    Section 
Governor's    Budget  &   Planning   Of fie 
611   West   13th   Street 
Austin,    Texas      78701 

Dear  Mr.    Breard: 


""•  U   1977 


The  Texas    Parks    and  Wildlife   Department   has   reviewed    the   Draft 
Environmental    Impact    Statement:      Crude  Oil    Transportation   Systeo. 
from  Valdet,    Alaska    to  Midland,    Texas    (as   proposed   by   Sohio  Trana- 

Iportatlon  Company).      Ue   are   pleased    to    learn   that    Sohio   proposes 
to  minimize   visual    Impacts   on  Hueco  Tanks    State  Historical   Park. 
This    Department  would   prefer    that    the    proposed    El    Paso  pump    station 
(pages    3-282,    3-299,    3-300  and   4-46)    be  placed   outside   of   the    fore- 
ground  visibility   zone    for    this   park    If  at    all    possible. 


I  Sohio  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Hanagemi 
possibility  of  encountering  prairie  i 
alignment  in  Texas.  Destruction  or  < 
effect  the  black-footed  ferret  which 
by  both    the  Department   of    Interior   ai 

■  The   Franklin  Mountains   Wilderness  Ar« 
4 1 8))    is   owned   by   the  City  of   El    Paso  i 
I  portrayed. 

Thank  you    for  alloylrur  us    to   review   I 

toy,/ 


alerted    > 


Che 


the   proposed   pipeline 
h    towns  could    indirectly 

rare   and    endangered 
of  Texas. 


40^^ 
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Texas  Historical  Con 
Box  12276,  &pitoi  Saooo 

Ayjtui.  Trtu  78711 


January  11,  1977 


Mr.  Charles  D.  Travia,  Director 
Budget  and  Planning  Office 
Office  of  the  Governor 
(Attn.-  State  Clearing  House) 
411  Weat  13th  Street 
Austin,  Texas  78701 


RECEIVED 


S^«l/Plinning 


Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 
(As  Proposed  by  SOHIO  Transportation  Company) 


Page  2 

Letter  to  Mr.  Charles  D.  Trav 


The  placement  of  power  transmission  lines  as  close  as  now 
reconnended  to  the  Guadalupe  Mountains  National  Park  and 
certain  key  facilities  within  the  park  is  injurious  to  the 
unique  nature  and  setting  of  the  park  and  would  affect  the 
interpretation  of  the  park  to  both  the  casual  and  long- 
duration  visitors  by  introducing  visual  discontinuities 
which  are  not  in  keeping  with  the  concept  of  wilderness 
areas,  etc.   Mitigation  of  effects  should  reduce  the  impact 
of  the  needed  power  lines. 


Thank  you  for  the  opport 
If  we  may  be  of  further 


ity  to  comment 
rvice,  please  advi 


this 


ndertaking. 


Truett  Latimer 
State  Historic  pres 


vation  Officer 


In  response  to  your  request  concerning  the  above-refe 
proposal,  we  have  examined  the  D.E.I.S.  and  our  Maste 
offer  the  followin 


The  area  generally  affected  by  the  implementation  of  the  pro- 
posed facility  has  not  been  the  subject  of  an  archeological 
survey  to  determine  the  location,  condition  and  significance 
of  cultural  resources  which  lie  within  the  proposed  trans- 
portation system.   Therefore,  a  survey  of  the  transportation 
system  corridor  by  an  appropriately  trained  specialist  to 
provide  data  concerning  cultural  resources  which  might 


the  National  Register  of  Historic 
The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
nt  on  the  proposed  project's  effects  upon 
sites  soon  after  receipt  of  the  evalua- 
nt  to  compliance  with  the  Advisory 
reservation  Procedures  (36  C.F.R., 


qualify  for  inclusic 
places  is  warranted, 
stands  ready  to  commt 
potentially  eligible 
tion  (survey),  pursu. 
council  on  Historic  t 
Part  BOO) . 

The  proposed  transportation  system  will  affect  Hueco  Tanks, 
an  archeological  site  well  known  for  aboriginal  art  and  listed 
in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  places.   The  placement 
of  the  El  Paao  Power  Station  within  close  proximity  to  Hueco 
Tanks  is  generally  unacceptable  because  of  the  introduction 
of  long  term  visual  and  possible  audible  intrusions.   Miti- 
gation to  ameliorate  these  and  other  effects  will  be  required 
to  avoid  an  adverse  effect  upon  this  National  Register  site. 


^wx w 

Alton  K.  Briggs      ^<> 

Archeologiet 

Cultural  Resource  Management 


COMMISSION 


TEXAS  AIR  CONTROL  BOARD 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System  From 
Valdez,    Alaska    to  Midland,    Texas 

Mr.    H.    Anthony    Br ear  J 

Coordinator,  Natural  Resources  Sectloi 

Budget   and    Planning   Office 

Office   of   the   Governor 

Executive  Office  Building 

411   West    13th   Street 

Austin,   Texas   78701 

Dear   Sir: 


KECElVtfc; 

*«  18  1976 

8^»(/PI*nning 


Valdez,    Alaska 


■    to  your   memorandum   dated   December    2,    1976   transmitting   the   draft 
•act    statement    covering   the   Crude   Oil    Transportation   System    from 
i  Midland,    Texas   as   proposed   by   SOHIO  Transportation  Company. 


Any   reconstruction  or   relocation   of    the   pipeline    should   not    Interfere   with   traffic 
on   the   State  highway   system.      Any  work   required   on  hlghwsy   right   of  way   mist    be 
approved   by   the   Department.      Applications    for    permit    should   be    submitted   to    the 
appropriate  SDHPT  District  Offices.     A  map  showing  District  boundaries   la  attached 
and   the   oanes   and   addresses   of   the   District   Engineers    for   Districts    24    and   6   are 
as    follows: 


Mr.    Joe  M.    Battle 

P.O.    Box    10278 

El    Paso,   Texas   79994 


Mr.    August    Pearson 
P.O.    Box   474 
Odessa,   Texas   79760 


Other  work  that  could  affect  the  operation  of  the  State  highway  system  as  a  result 
of  erosion  or  diverted  drainage  should  be  reviewed  by  the  Department's  headquarter 
office. 

The   Department    extends    Its   cooperation   in   the   development   of    thla   project. 

Sincerely  yours, 

B.    L.    DcBerry 


*>/?r&^ 


JOHN  L  BLAIR,  Dwnmsn 

WIUIAM  N    ALLAN 

JOE  C.  BRIDCFFARMlfl    P(: 

FREDH 


Mr 


Anthony  Br 
ural  Re 


Budget  and  Plann 
Office  of  the  Go 
Executive  Office 
411  West  13th  Street 
Austin,  Texas   78701 


rd  ,  Coord  ina 
s  Section 
ing  Office 

Building 


BuJ> 


CHARLES  R.  JAYHES 
D  JACK  KJliAN.  H.O. 
WIUIAM  0  PARISH 
[  W  ROBINSON.  PE. 
WILLIE  L  ULICH.  Ph.0..  ».E. 


Re 


Environmental  Impact  Statement 

portation  System  from  Valdez,  A 

(as  proposed  by  SOHIO  Trsnspor 


r  the  Crude  Oil 
ka,  to  Midland, 

xon  Company) 


Construction 


The  report  adequately  des 
quality  of  the  project  du 


the 


ipti 


elate 


tion  phase.   Most  of 

ot  ambient  air  con- 

dequate  because  the 

Uty  effects  due  to 

fill  probably  be 


magnitude  of  the  potential  adverse  air 
construction  should  be  minor.   Althougli 

some  temporary,  localized  effects  due  to  dust  and  machinery 
exhaust,  we  believe  that  the  construction  phase  will  not  sig- 
nificantly affect  overall  ambient  air  quality. 

Operation 

he  document  estimates  that  J3S  tons  of  total  hydrocarbons  will 
e  emitted  each  year.   Our  calculations  indicate  that  E>60  tons/ 
ear  will  be  emitted  from  the  floating  roof  tanks.   This 
eprescnts  lot  of  the  total  inventoried  emissions  of  Iiydro- 
arbons  in  Mictland  County  and  4i  of  the  emissions  in  adjoining 
ctor  County.   Recently,  double  seal  floating  roof  tanks,  which 
re  a  technology  for  reducing  evaporative  losses  Iron,  petroleum 
torage,  have  become  available.   LmisSlOllS  from  double  seal 
floating  roof  tanks  arc  in  the  range  of  101  to  20*  of  the 
emissions  for  conventional  floating  roof  tanks.   This  new 
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Mr.  Anthony  Breard 

Page  2 

January  4,  1977 


■  |  technology  would  reduce  emissions  from  the  proposed  tank 
°|battery  to  approximately  100  to  200  tons  a  year.   This  rate 
I  represents  \\   to  2\   of  Midland  County's  inventoried  hydro- 
Icarbon  emissions,  0.3.  to  0.61  of  the  emissions  from  Midlan 
ICounty  plus  Ector  County. 


The  tanks  will 


permit  from  the  Texas  Air  Control 
document,  the  Midland-Odessa  area 
air  qui)  1  i  t >■  standards  for 
percentage  impact  of  the  proposed 


the 

Tcxa 

s  Air  Control 

ell  areas  as 

is  u 

CO. 

Double  seal 

best 

aval 

lable  control 

on  c 

.11.,, 

nds.   How- 

tradcof 

(emisslon  of 

EPA  Kill 

sanction  con- 

if  b 

■St  a 

vailable 

Board.   As  noted 
exceeds  the  national  amh 
photochemical  oxidants . 
facility  is  small,  and  it  is  inc  policy 
Board  to  grant  permits  to  hydrocarbon  s 
long  as  best  available  control  tcchnolo 
construction  has  recently  been  defined 
technology  for  tanks  storing  volatile  c 
ever,  in  light  of  EPA's  recently  announ 
sets)  policy,  there  is  a  question  wheth 
struction  of  the  project  as  proposed  ev 
control  technology  is  used. 

To  be  complete,  the  document  should  discuss  the  environmental 
impact  of  possible  secondary  development  (resulting  from  the 
increased  supply  of  crude  oil)  in  the  Midland  area  or  else- 
where.  This  document  states  that  project  planning  is  not  finalited 
and  many  details  are  not  specified.   As  stated  in  the  document, 
changes  are  possible  before  construction  begins.   The  impacts 
described  relate  to  the  specific  project  proposal  where  they  are 
known.   We  find  the  preliminary  project  plans  consistent  with  our 
State  Implementation  Plan;  however,  we  cannot  make  a  final 
determination  on  consistency  until  we  review  the  final  completed 
plan. 


Thank  you  for 
please  contac 


sincerely  yv 


th( 


oppor 


1  I 


st  furthe 


Mr.  Greg  Short,  Regional  Supcrvi 
Mr.  Sabino  Gomez,  Regional  Super 


I  lexasWker 

Quality  Board 


WOONur-f, 

luplufii  r   Air.hu  Hu.N 

II 
Auhlift,  !•■•  ■ 


KECEIVti  |«2S£T 
om  •  1377      M  ;",'  "■""""""" 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System. 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland 


Mr.  Charles  D.  Travis,  Director 
Governor's  Division  of  Planning  and  Budget 
411  West  13th  Street 
Austin,  Texas     78701 

Dear  Mr.  Travis: 

The  staff  of  the  Texas  Water  Quality  Board  has  reviewed  the  proposed 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  concerning  the  crude  oil  trans- 
portation system  proposed  by  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  for  the 
transportation  of  Prudhoe  Bay  crude  oil  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to 
Midland,  Texas  and  find  that  the  environmental  statement  has  covered 
quite  adequately  the  water  quality  matters  resulting  from  the  action. 


As  was  indicated  in 
Water  Quality  Board 


letter  of  September  21,  1976,  the  Texas 
ot  a  permitting  agency  for  the  pipeline 
construction  activities  identified  in  the  reports,  but  as  the  pollu- 
tion control  agency  of  the  State  would  specify  to  such  agencies  that 
pollution  control  measures  be  employed  in  the  disposal  of  oil  and 
grease  and  such  other  harmful  wastes  to  be  disposed  of  during  con- 
struction and  also  that  appropriate  measures  be  employed  to  minimize 
soil  erosion  during  the  construction  operations. 

As  was  also  indicated  in  our  letter  of  September  21,  1976,  the 
Texas  Water  Quality  Board  would  have  some  jurisdictional  respon- 
sibility regarding  hydrostatic  tests  water  and  in  the  oil  spill 
contingency  plan.   The  test  water  would  require  a  waste  discharge 
permit  from  this  agency  in  order  to  be  discharged  into  a  State 
watercourse,  and  the  oil  spill  contingency  plan  would  need  to  be 


RESPONSE 


.  Charles  D.  Tra 
December  16,  1976 
Page  Two 


in  accord  with  the  State  of  Texas  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances 
Pollution  Contingency  Plan  of  April,  1976,  as  developed  by  this 
agency. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  proposed  activity. 
If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 


Emory  G.  uong.  Director     " 


Emory 

Administrative  Operations  Division 

cc:   Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss,  OSDI,  Los  Ala 


Comment    #1 


Section  4.3   was   revised    to    incorporate 
this    suggestion. 


Comment   #2 

The  applicant  has 
relocation  of  the 
out  of  the  foregr 
of  Hueco  Tanks  St 
exclusively  priva 
at  the  pump  stati 
mitigating  measur 
would  have  to  be 
Paso  County,  the 
j  urisdiction . 

Comment   #3 


not   committed   to    a 
El    Paso   Pump   Station 
ound   visibility  zone 
ate   Park.      Because 
te    lands   are   involved 
on   site,    the   proposed 
e   in   Section  4.3 
implemented   by  El 
only  agency  with 


Section   2.1.8.2,    under   Chihuahuan 
Desert   Biome  ,   has   been  revised    to    in- 
clude   this   comment. 

Comment   #4 

Reference   to   the   Franklin  Mountain    . 
Wilderness    Park  as   a   state   park  in  At- 
tachment   1   has   been  corrected   on   the 
changes   and   additions   sheet    for   the 
attachment . 
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Comment   #5 


Comment   #7 


As   dis 

lowing 

source 

source 

the   Na 

Places 

800. 

sultat 

State 

would 

sultat 

develo 

Co unci 


cussed    in   Sec 

the   completi 

surveys ,    the 

s   would  be  ev 

tional    Regist 

criteria  as 
Following  thi 
ion  with  each 
Historic  Pres 
be  initiated, 
ion,  mitigati 
ped  for  revie 
1   on  Historic 


tion  4,2.8,    fol- 
on  of  cultural   re- 
identified   re- 
al uated   in   terms  of 
er  of  Historic 
set    forth   in  36   CFR 
s   evaluation,    con- 

of  the   affected 
ervation   Officers 

Based   on   the   con- 
on   plans  would  be 
w  by  the   Advisory 
Preservation. 


Comment   #6 


The   adverse   visual    impact   on   Hueco 
Tanks    State   Park  of   trie   proposed    El 
Paso   Pump   Station   site    is   described 
and   graphically  depicted    in   Section 
3.1,10.3.      A  proposed  mitigation   to 
minimize    this   impact   by  relocating   the 
El   Paso   Pump   Station   1  mile    farther 
west    is   contained   in   Section  4.3. 
However,    implementation  of  this   pro- 
posed mitigation  will    require   a  com- 
mitment   from  El    Paso   County,    as   only 
private    lands   are    involved. 


The   adverse    impacts   of  the   power-line 
extension   are   on   the  view  of  the   park 
as    seen   across    the    Salt   Flats    from 
U.S.    62/180,   not   on  the   park  itself. 
This    impact    is  described   and  depicted 
in   Section  3.1,10,3.      The   applicant 
has   committed   to    a  relocation  of   the 
power   line   across   the   Salt    Flats    south 
of   the  highway   so   as   not   to    interfere 
with   the  view;    see    Section  4.1.10. 

Comment   #8 

The   discussion  of   air   quality  at 
Midland   has  been   expanded    in   Section 
3.1.6,3   to   reflect   the   latest   avail- 
able   information. 

Comment   #9 

Refer   to   response    to   Comment   8   above. 


Texas  Witer 
Quality  Board 


I  700  North  Congress 

Stephen  F    Austin  Building 

Box  13246  Capitol  Station 

Austin,  Terras    78711 


VICE  CHAIRMAN 

Frans  L    Dull    MD 
Clayton  T  Garrison 
Ben  Ramsey 
James  M   Rose 
Hugh  C    Yaniis.  Si 

EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland 


Mr.  Charles  D.  Travis,  Dir 

jctor 

Governor's  Division  of  Pla 

ining  and  Budget 

411  West  13th  Street 

Austin,  Texas     78701 

Dear  Mr.  Travis: 

December  16,  1976 
Page  Two 


in  accord  with  the  State  of  Texas  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substances 
Pollution  Contingency  Plan  of  April,  1976,  as  developed  by  this 
agency. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  proposed  activity. 
If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 


Sincerely, 

C/yuvn-  <&.   eft™*!- 

Emory  G.  Iiong,  Director     " 
Administrative  Operations  Division 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss,  USD!,  Los  Alamitos,  California 


The  staff  of  the  Texas  Water  Quality  Board  has  reviewed  the  proposed 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  concerning  the  crude  oil  trans- 
portation system  proposed  by  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  for  the 
transportation  of  Prudhoe  Bay  crude  oil  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to 
Midland,  Texas  and  find  that  the  environmental  statement  has  covered 
quite  adequately  the  water  quality  matters  resulting  from  the  action. 

As  was  indicated  in  our  letter  of  September  21,  1976,  the  Texas 
Water  Quality  Board  is  not  a  permitting  agency  for  the  pipeline 
construction  activities  identified  in  the  reports,  but  as  the  pollu- 
tion control  agency  of  the  State  would  specify  to  such  agencies  that 
pollution  control  measures  be  employed  in  the  disposal  of  oil  and 
grease  and  such  other  harmful  wastes  to  be  disposed  of  during  con- 
struction and  also  that  appropriate  measures  be  employed  to  minimize 
soil  erosion  during  the  construction  operations. 

As  was  also  indicated  in  our  letter  of  September  21,  1976,  the 
Texas  Water  Quality  Board  would  have  some  jurisdictional  respon- 
sibility regarding  hydrostatic  tests  water  and  in  the  oil  spill 
contingency  plan.   The  test  water  would  require  a  waste  discharge 
permit  from  this  agency  in  order  to  be  discharged  into  a  State 
watercourse,  and  the  oil   uill  contingency  plan  would  need  to  be 
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REMARKS,  HOUSE  SPEAKER  BILL  CLAYTON 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  Hearing 
January  7.  1976 
El  Paso,  Texas 


MY  NAME  IS  SUE  BARTOW  AND  I  THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE 
YOU  TODAY.  1  WOULD  LIKE  TO  REAO  THE  FOLLOWING  STATEMENT  FOR  SPEAKER  OF  THE 
TEXAS  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES.  BILL  CLAYTON. 

THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS  PRODUCES  40t  OF  THE  NATION'S  OIL  AND  381  OF  ITS  NATURAL 
GAS,  MAKING  TEXAS  ONE  OF  THE  NATION'S  LARGEST  OIL  AND  GAS  PRODUCERS.  TEXAS 
USES  MORE  OF  THE  NATION'S  FOSSIL  FUEL  THAN  ANY  OTHER  STATE.  THUS  MAKING 
TEXAS  ONE  OF  THE  LARGEST  CONSUMING  STATES.  OVER  THE  YEARS  TEXAS  HAS  HAD  A 
LONG  AND  PROFITABLE  RELATIONSHIP  WITH  THE  OIL  AND  GAS  INDUSTRY  AND  CAN  CLAIM 
TO  UNDERSTAND  THE  NEEDS  OF  BOTH  PRODUCING  ANO  CONSUMING  STATES. 

TEXANS  ARE  NOW.  HOWEVER,  PREPARING  FOR  THE  DAY  WHEN  WE  MUST  IMPORT  ENERGY  TO 
FUEL  OUR  ECONOMY.   IT  HAS  BEEN  PREOICTED  THAT  IN  THE  FUTURE  TEXAS  WILL  HAVE  A 
DIFFICULT  TIME  MEETING  ITS  OWN  NATURAL  GAS  NEEDS.  OUR  NATURAL  GAS  AND  OIL 
RESERVES  ARE  DECLINING  FASTER  THAN  WE  CAN  REPLACE  THEM.   TESTIMONY  GIVEN  BEFORE 
THE  TEXAS  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  INDICATES  TEXAS  WILL  FACE  A  321  SHORTAGE  OF  ITS 
ANTICIPATED  NATURAL  GAS  NEEDS. 

AS  THE  STATE'S  ENERGY  CONSERVATION  OFFICE.  THE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION'S 
RESPONSIBILITY  IS  TO  PREVENT  THE  WASTE  OF  OUR  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  AS  A 
RESULT,  THEY  HAVE  ISSUED  AN  ORDER  GRADUALLY  PHASING  OUT  THE  USE  OF  NATURAL 
GAS  AS  A  BOILER  FUEL. 


THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS  AS  WELL  AS  ALL  OTHER  ENERGY  CONSUMING  STATI '.  HAVI 
LOOKEO  TO  THE  ABUNDANT  SUPPLY  OF  ALASKAN  OIL  AND  GAS  IN  HOPES  OF  REPLACING 
LOCAL  RESERVES.  THE  PETROCHEMICAL  INDUSTRY  IN  TEXAS,  REPRESENTING  601  OF 
THE  NATION'S  PETROCHEMICAL  CAPACITY,  ANO  THE  REFINERY  INDUSTRY,,  REPRESENTING 
261  OF  THE  UNITEO  STATES  TOTAL  CAPACITY,  DEPEND  ON  ASSURED  SUPPLIES  OF  CRUDE 
OIL  ANO  NATURAL  GAS. 

IN  THE  PAST,  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS  HAS  DONE  ITS  PART  IN  SUPPLYING  ENERGY  FOR 
THIS  NATION.   IN  THE  FUTURE,  TEXAS  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  DO  ALL  THAT  IT  CAN. 
FOR  THIS  REASON.   I  SUPPORT  THE  PROPOSED  SOHIO  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM  TO  BRING  ALASKAN  CRUDE  OIL  TO  M10LAN0,  TEXAS  FOR  EQUITABLE 
DISTRIBUTION  IN  THE  UNITEO  STATES.   IF  THIS  PROJECT  IS  APPROVED.  THE 
UNITED  STATES  WILL  HAVE  ITS  FIRST  WEST-TO-EAST  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM.  THIS  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM  COULD  ALSO  BE  USED  TO  TRANSPORT  OIL 
AND  NATURAL  GAS  FROM  THE  WESTERN  OUTER  CONTINENTAL  SHELF  AND  THE  NATIONAL 
PETROLUEM  RESERVES  IN  ELK  HILLS.  CALIFORNIA  TO  THE  ENERGY-DEFICIENT  STATES 
IN  THE  MID-WEST  AND  EAST. 

ACCORDING  TO  STUOIES  DONE  BY  THE  FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION,  THE  DEPARTMENT 
OF  INTERIOR  AND  THE  NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  COUNCIL,  THE  WEST  COAST  MAY  HAVE 
A  SURPLUS  RANGING  FROM  300,000  to  600.000  BARRELS  PER  DAY  IN  1978  ANO 
PROBABLY  HIGHER  IN  THE  1980's.   THE  TERM  "SURPLUS"  IS  MISLEADING  BECAUSE 
MANY  STATES  ARE  ENERGY-DEFICIENT  AND  HAVE  ANXIOUSLY  AWAITED  THE  EQUITABLE 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  THIS  OIL  AND  GAS  SINCE  IIS  OISCOVERY. 


THIS  PROPOSED  WEST-TO-EAST  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  COULD  PROVE  INVALUABLE  TO 
THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE.  THE  COST  OF  THE  ALASKAN  CRUDE  OIL  AND  CONSTRUCTION 
MATERIAL  COULD  BE  HELD  AT  A  MINIMUM  SINCE  801  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PIPELINE 
ALREADY  EXISTS. 

FROM  THE  STANDPOINT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  CONSUMER,  THE  SOHIO  SYSTEM  WOULD  BE  THE 
MOST  SECURE  FROM  FUTURE  EMBARGOES.   IT  COULD  HELP  EASE  THE  DEPENDENCE  ON 
FOREIGN  CRUDE  OIL  AND  THE  ASSOCIATED  HIGH  PRICES  AND  SUPPLY  UNCERTAINTIES. 

TEXANS  HAVE  LONG  RECOGNIZEO  THE  VALUE  OF  THIS  NATION'S  NATURAL  AND  ENERGY 
RESOURCES.  THE  SCIENCE  ANO  TECHNOLOGY  THAT  HAVE  MADE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
ONE  OF  THE  WORLD'S  LEADING  PRODUCERS  OF  OIL  AND  GAS  CAN  ALSO  BE  USED  TO 
PROTECT  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  THE  PROPOSED  SYSTEM  WOULD  RECYCLE  AN  ABANDONED 
NATURAL  GAS  LINE,  ANO  THEREFORE  HAS  RECEIVED  THE  SUPPORT  OF  MANY 
ENVIRONMENTALISTS. 


STATE  AND  FEDERAL  ACTION  TO  IMPEDE  THE  TRANSPORTATION  OF  ALASKAN  CRUDE  OIL 
TO  THE  ENERGY-DEFICIENT  STATES  ARE  ACTUALLY  ANTI-CONSUMER  ACTIONS.  AS  A 
PUBLIC  OFFICIAL  IN  AN  ENERGY  PRODUCING  AND  CONSUMING  STATE.  I  AH  CONCERNED 
ABOUT  SOME  STATE'S  UNDERSTANDING  OF  OUR  ENERGY  CRISIS  AND  THEIR  ACTIONS  TO 
ALLEVIATE  THE  SITUATION.  WHILE  MOST  PEOPLE  IN  THIS  COUNTRY  WILL  TELL  YOU 
WE  HAVE  AN  ENERGY  CRISIS,  FEDERAL  ANO  STATE  BUREAUCRACIES  CONTINUE  TO  DELAY 
PROJECTS  THAT  ARE  IN  THE  NATIONAL  INTEREST.  IT  SHOULD  BE  REMEMBERED  THAT  NO 
BUREAUCRAT  IN  WASHINGTON,  OR  IN  CALIFORNIA  OR  IN  TEXAS  HAS  MORE  WISDOM  THAN 
THE  COLLECTIVE  JUDGMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE. 

IF  THE  PROPOSED  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  IS  FURTHER  DELAYED.  I  WOULD 
URGE  THAT  THE  PEOPLE  PETITION  CONGRESS  AND  THE  PRESIDENT  TO  TAKE  THE  NECESSARY 
ACTION  GRANTED  THEM  UNDER  PUBLIC  LAW  93-153  TO  ASSURE  THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  OF 
THE  BENEFITS  OF  OUR  ALASKAN  OIL  ANO  GAS. 


TEXAS  STATE  AGENCIES  INVOLVED  IN  REVIEWING  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
HAVE  FOUND  THAT  IT  HAS  QUITE  ADEQUATELY  COVERED  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  MATTERS 
RESULTING  FROM  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION.  TEXAS  STATE  AGENCIES  WILL  CONTINUE  TO 
PLAY  A  MAJOR  ROLE  TO  ASSURE  THAT  OUR  ENVIRONMENT  IS  PROTECTED  WITH  THE  LATEST 
TECHNOLOGY. 

WITH  OVER  100  FEDERAL.  STATE  ANO  LOCAL  AGENCIES  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PERMITTING 
PROCESS.  I  WOULD  URGE  THAT  ALL  DECISIONS  BE  MADE  AS  QUICKLY  AS  THE  GATHERING 
OF  THE  OBJECTIVE  DATA  WILL  PERMIT.   EL  PASO  NATURAL  GAS  COMPANY  HAS  ASSUREO 
ITS  CUSTOMERS  IN  TEXAS.  NEW  MEXICO,  ARIZONA  AND  CALIFORNIA  THAT  ABANDONMENT 
WILL  RESULT  IN  NO  LOSS  OF  SERVICE  AND  THAT  THE  CUSTOMERS  WILL  RECEIVE  ALL 
BENEFITS  RESULTING  FROM  ABANDONMENT. 
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TESTIMONY  FOR  GOVERNOR  DOLPil  DRISOOE 
BY  AI.VIN  C.   ASKEW 
January  5,    1977 


We  axe  fortunate  indeed,    for  the  vast  discoveries  of  Alaskan  oil  and  gas. 

Before  this  year  is  over,  we  expect  to  begin  receiving  crude  oil   from  Prudhoe 

11         t*e  hop* +*  ►■ecii-v*. 
Bay.^aaii  ultimately  mni,i  rnnnli  2  million  barrels  of  oil  per  day. 


My  name  is  Alvin  Askew.      I  am  Executive  Director  of  the  Texas  Governor's 
Energy  Advisory  Council.      I  am  testifying  today  on  behalf  of  the  Texas  Governor, 
Dolpb  Briscoe. 

I  have  always  been  impressed  with  the  African  ability  to  pull  together  ' 
fDaa  do  what   is  necessary  in  times  of  crisis.      However,    I  am  deeply  concerned 
that  we  as  a  nation  have  been  unable  to  act  together  to  alleviate  the  energy 
crisis. 

Our  nation  depends  on  oil  and  gas  to  supply  over  79*.  of  our  energy  needs 

despite  the  fact  that  these  two  fossil  fuels  together  only  account  for  about 

7%  of  our  proved  energy  reserves.     The  switch  to  coal  and  nuclear,  and 

ultimately  perhaps  fusion  and  solar  energy,  will  take  decades.     Meanwhile,  we 

remain  dependent  on  oil  and  gas  to  heat  our  homes,   power  our  cars  and  fuel  du- 
pe.. fcW 
economy.     Oil  and  gas  production  has     i^Ttuwt)    wmmwI   i*uj       pirJi  in  the  U.S. 

and    is.declining.     Oil  production  peaked  in  1972  and  is  declining  at  about 

3%  per  year,    gas  production  peaked  in  1973  and  is  declining  at  rates  in  excess 

of  7%  per  year 


Texans  understand  the  energy  crisis  only  too  well  because  we  have  seen 
first  hand  the  rapid  depletion  of  our  non- renewable  energy  resources.  Texas 
is  the  largest  consumer  of  energy  .T/Dong  the  50  states  as  well  as  the  largest 
producer  of  energy. 


We  are  here  today  to  examine  the  merits  of  a  proposed  system  designed  to 
receive  up  to  700,000  barrels  per  day  of  the  Alaskan  crude  and  transport  it 
eastward  for  eventual  delivery  to  markets  in  the  east  and  Midwest. 

We  have  a  federal  law  to  see  that  Alaskan  oil  and  gas  is  equitably  shared  by  all 


regions  of  the  country. 


►  approximately  9.6  billion  barrels  of  oil  and  26 


trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  in  Alaska  that  is  needed  to  provide  fuel  to  the 
energy-deficient  states  and  to  sari  their  dependence  on  costly  and  unreliable 
imported  oil.  We  daft  havql  a  proposed  crude  oil  transportation  system  to  bring 
Alaskan  crude  oil  to  where  it  is  needed  in  the  Midwest  and  the  East  in  a  manner 
having  minimal  environmental  impact.  What  we  do  need  is  for  all  states  to  be 
committed  to  doing  all  they  can  to  supply  energy  for  America.  Anything  less 
would  not  be  in  this  nation's  best  interest. 


W  t  feel  that  the  proposed  S0HIO  system  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
nation  because,  one,  it  can  be  completed  quicker  than  alternatives,  two,  it 
will  result  in  minimal  disruption  of  the  environment  in  that  it  would  utilize 
an  existing  pipeline  for  80S,  of  its  length, and  three,  it  will  provide  the 
least  expensive  and  most  direct  delivery  of  oil  to  an  existing  network  of 
pipelines  serving  653.  of  the  refinery  capacity  in  the  U.S. 


It  would  be  the  height  of  folly  to  reject  a  ccmmon-ser.se. rational  approach 
to  the  distribution  of  Alaskan  oil  based  on  the  hopes  that  Texas  gas  will 
son**.1ay,  somehow  be  available  in  past  quantities. 


In  1975  the  Texas  Railroad  Commission  issued  an  order  prohibiting  new 
contracts  for  the  use  of  natural  gas  as  a  boiler  fuel  and  mandating  a  phaseout 
of  boiler  fuel  gas.  Within  a  period  of  a  few  years,    Texas  gas  exports  to 
ether  states  have  dwindled  from     two-thirds  of  marketed  production  to  about 
one-third  of  production. 

Texas  has  long  provided  the  energy  needs  for  the  rest  of  the  nation.  We 
will  continue  our  efforts  to  produce  oil  and  gas  as  well  as  coal  and  uranium. 
Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is  safe  to  say/  indeed,  it  must  be  said/  that  we  cannot 
expect  a  return  to  the  days  of  plentiful  Texas  exports. 


All  the  evidence  seems  to  indicate  that  after  the  proposed  abandonment, 
the  mainline  transmission  of  gas  through  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  line 
will  be  capable  of  providing  to  its  customers  in  Texas.  New  Mexico,  Arizona  and 
California  all  the  gas  supplies  now  known  to  be  available. 

Furthermore,  the  El  Paso  Company  has  assured  all  of  its  customers  that 
♦Hey  will  pass  on  to  them  the  direct  benefits  resulting  from  their  abandonment 
proposal.  Most  consumers  are  not  aware  that  only  a  fraction  of  their  gas  costs 
are  based  on  the  wellhead  price  of  gas.  A  larger  share  is  based  on  the  cost  of 
transmission  and  distribution. 

When  gas  is  transported  through  under-utilized  lines  such  as  the  El  Paso 
line,  the  consumers  must  still  pay  the  fixed  costs  of  amortizing  the  capital 
expense  of  the  pipeline.  As  the  line  carries  a  diminishing  quantity  of  gas, 
each  unit  of  gas  transported  must  bear  a  greater  burden  of  paying  the  fixed 
costs  resulting  in  higher  unit  costs.  Thus  it  is  that  California  consumers 
stand  to  benefit  from  a  proposal  which  would  increase  the  capacity  of  utilization 
of  the  El  Paso  system. 

We  are  not  opposed  to  the  State  of  California  demanding  reasonable 
environmental  safeguards.  We  believe  the  proposed  SCHIO  project,  together 
with  SOHIO's  assurances  to  trade  off  with  existing  emissions,  constitutes  a 
reasonable  safeguard. 

It  is  our  hope  that  the  federal  and  local  authrolties  involved  in  the 
permitting  and  licensing  process  will  make  their  decisions  based  on  the  long 
range  national  interests  and  conmon  sense. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  the  views  of  the  Governor  of 
Texas. 
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Hmtsc  nf  Ki'jjrrscutatiucB 

STATE   OF  WASHINGTON 
OlYMMA 


Bureau  of   Land   Management 

P.    0.    Box  660, 

Loa  Alaoiltos,  California   90720 


It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  you  will  be 
reviewing  the  alternatives  for  oil  deliveries  and  pipelines 
throughout  the  country. 

It  is  my  desire  to  express  to  you  my  feelings  and  what 
I  believe  to  be  the  majority  feeling  of  my  constituency  on 
the  proposed  Northern  Tier  Pipeline  and  Oil  Port. 

I  do  not  feel  the  area  around  Port  Angeles  is  at  all 
lompatablc  with  the  Oil  Port  proposal.   Within  the  area  we 
have  extensive  commercial  fishing  and  recreation  areas. 
The  Olympic  Peninsula  is  probably  the  heaviest  used  recreation 
area  In  the  State. 

In  a  recent  ballot  the  residence  of  the  area  voted  two 
to  one  against  the  proposal. 

I  would  ask  that  you  review  the  study  and  findings  of  the 
No  Oil  Port  Committee  and  give  it  serious  consideration. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  express  my 
feelings  on  this  matter.   Your  assistance  in  supporting  the 
strong  wishes  of  the  people  within  the  24th  Legislative  Distric 
and  not  the  Oil  Port  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 


isn^^u- 


Brad  Owen 

State  Representative,  24th  District 
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9.17.3      Local   Governmental   Units 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 


January  11,  1977 


Southern  California 

AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  DISTRICT 


January  11,1977 


File  No.  C61202L 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 

Project  Manager 

BUI,  EIS  Project  Office 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  CA  90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Crude  Oil  Trans- 
portation System,  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 

We  have  reviewed  the  DEIS  for  subject  project  and  are 
pleased  to  offer  these  comments  on  the  air  quality  aspects 
of  those  portions  of  the  project  within  our  jurisdiction. 

Description  of  the  Existing  Air  Environment 

The  existing  air  quality  of  California  areas  affected  by 
the  project  is,  in  general,  accurately  and  completely 
described  in  the  DEIS.   However,  there  are  a  few  correc- 
tions and  additions  required  in  order  to  update  some  of 
the  information. 

The  statement  on  page  2-260  in  the  last  paragraph  that, 
"in  general,  improvements  in  air  quality  have  been  less  than 
expected",  is  not  quite  accurate.   Air  quality  in  the  South 
Coast  Air  Basin  (AQCR  24)  as  measured  during  the  last  four 
years,  indicates  substantial  improvements  in  overall  air 
quality  have  taken  place  since  1969,  the  year  for  which 
much  of  the  data  is  shown  in  the  DEIS.   The  Report  could 
indicate  improvements  but  should  not  discuss  such  nebulous 
concepts  as  "less  than  expected". 


I  Air  quality  data  should  be  as  current  as  possible  and  to 
that  end  we  have  enclosed  complete  summaries  of  the  latest 
(1975)  data  from  all  monitoring  stations  in  the  four 
counties  of  Los  Angeles,  Orange,  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino 
which  should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS.   The  trend  line 
mentioned  in  paragraph  three  of  page  2-260  as  being  derived 

I  from  Figure  2.1.6.2-2  should  actually  be  shown  in  the  figure. 

I  The  state  standard  for  sulfur  dioxide  of  4  pphm  referred 
to  in  paragraph  four  of  page  2-269  as  being  an  annual 
average  is  actually  a  24  hour  average  therefore  long  term 
averages  should  not  be  compared  with  this  standard. 


■  The  word  "offsho 
4  I  281  to  indicate 

I  should  be  changed  to 


which  is  used  in  pages  2-259  and  2- 
ind  direction  from  seaward  to  inland 
ad  "onshore". 


Air  Quality  Impacts 

A  number  of  discrepancies  were  noted  in  the  list  of  expected 
air  quality  impacts  contained  in  Section  3.1.6.   A  major 
discrepancy  is  the  omission  of  carbon  monoxide  as  a  primary 
pollutant  in  Table  3.1.6-2.   Also,  worker's  vehicles  are 
not  listed  as  a  source  in  this  Table  and  seem  not  to  have 
been  considered  elsewhere  in  the  DEIS. 

In  Table  3.1.6-1  oil  refinery  pollutants  are  listed  as 
having  only  an  insignificant  impact  on  Los  Angeles  Air  Shed 
air  quality.   This  would  be  true  only  if  there  is  no  addi- 
tional refinery  throughput  resulting  from  the  incoming 
Alaskan  crude. 

Total  emissions  from  project  operations  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Air  Shed  should  be  presented  in  a  consolidated  table  show- 
ing all  sources  and  amounts  of  pollutants.   These  emissions 
should  then  be  compared  to  pre-project  emissions  in  the 
various  source  receptor  areas  of  the  Air  Shed.   We  are 
enclosing  copies  of  emission  inventories  for  source  receptor 
areas  in  Los  Angeles  County. 

!  The  statement  in  paragraph  two  of  page  3-115  that  hydro- 
1  carbon  emissions  would  be  too  small  to  have  any  significant 
effect  on  meeting  air  quality  standards  is  not  true.   New 
Source  Review  limits  are  exceeded  for  all  pollutants  shown 
in  Table  3.1.6.1.  1-1  for  construction  phase  emissions  alone 
and  of  course  emissions  from  project  operations  will  exceed 
those  limits. 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 


January  11,  1977 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tullos 


January  11,  1977 


I  Table  3.1.6.1.  2-2  showing  calculated 
tanker's  stacks  during  pumping 


(emissions  of  sulfur  dio 
the  ship's  boilers. 


:ide  from  the 


sions  from  the 

does  not  list 

fuel  oil  burned  in 


1 
"I 

"I 

13| 

J 


Mitigating  Measures 

Of  the  mitigating  measures  proposed  for  the  Port  of  Long 
Beach  and  terminal  area  we  agree  with  the  ones  as  listed 
below  along  with  suggested  modifications:  Numbers  conform 
to  those  in  Section  4.2.2  of  the  DEIS: 

i1.  "Monitoring  by  electronics  or  an  authorized  representa- 
tive of  an  enforcement  agency  prior  to  and  during 
offloading  of  crude  oil".  We  also  recommend  that  the 
monitoring  be  carried  out  by  trained  inspectors  from 
this  agency  who  shall  completely  monitor  each  tanker 
offloading  operation  from  ship's  entering  port  to  its 
departure. 

I  2.  Requirement  for  all  ships  using  Pier  J  to  burn  0.5 
per  cent  or  less  sulfur  content  bunker  fuel  while 
in  port. 

I  4.   "Only  tankers  having  a  minimum  of  20  per  cent  segregated 
ballast  will  be  permitted  to  utilize  the  proposed 
berthing  facilities".   We  recommend  that  this  measure 
be  made  more  stringent  by  permitting  only  ships  having 
completely  separate  ballasting  to  use  the  facilities. 


"An  air  pollution  monitoring  station  will  be 
in  the  port  area ". 


stablished 


I  One  mitigating  measure  not  included  in  the  DEIS  list  should 
be  added.   Inert  gas  systems  should  be  required  on  all 
tankers  using  the  proposed  berthing  facilities.   Although 
SOHIO  intends  to  use  only  inert  gas  equipped  tankers  the 
port  facilities  would  be  common  carrier  berths  so  that 

|  other  tankers  without  inert  gas  systems  could  use  it.   This 
should  be  precluded. 


The  DEIS  states  that  if  the  Gas  Arctic  pipeline  project 
to  carry  Alaskan  gas  to  the  "lower  48"  is  approved  without 
a  branch  to  the  west  coast  and  the  existing  El  Paso  gas 
line  from  Texas  to  Southern  California  is  taken  out  of 
service  to  carry  oil  there  probably  will  be  a  shortage 
of  gas  pipeline  capacity  from  Texas  to  California  starting 
in  1981  and  becoming  severe  by  1983. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments  please 
call  me  at  (213)  443-3931,  Ext. 258  or  Thomas  Mullins  at 
Ext.  241. 

Very  truly  yours, 


J.  A.  Stuart 

Chief  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 


Alan  K.    Stazer 

Senior  Air  Pollution  Analyst 

Head,    Impact  Analysis  Section 


TPM:jc 

Enc. 


Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

I  The  availability  of  natural  gas  is  important  to  this  critica 
air  basin  if  maximum  improvements  in  its  air  quality  are  to 
be  realized.   We  recommend  that  the  question  of  future 
alternative  uses  of  the  El  Paso  pipeline  be  fully  discussed 
before  it  has  been  irretrievably  committed  to  crude  oil 
transport. 
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RESPONSE 


Comment  #1 


The  phrase  "less  than  expected"  has 
been  replaced  with  "slower  than  ex- 
pected when  Congress  passed  the  Clean 
Air  Act  of  1970." 

Comment  #2 

Much  of  the  enclosed  data  has  been  in- 
corporated in  Section  2.1.6  of  the 
FES.   The  trend  line  has  been  inserted 
in  Figure  2.1.6.2-2. 

Comment  #3 

The  reference  to  California  has  been 
deleted . 

Comment  #4 

Section  2.1.6.2,  Emissions  Distribu- 
tion, has  been  corrected  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #5 

Carbon  monoxide  is  included  in  Appen- 
dix A3.  1.6,1.   Emissions  from  workers1 
vehicles  are  included  in  the  analysis 
of  carbon  monoxide  in  Section 
3,1.6.1.1,  under  Carbon  Monoxide. 


Comment  #6 

Additional  refining  is  determined  by 
growth  and  market  conditions,  not  by 
size  of  the  surplus  or  by  pipeline 
throughput  capabilities. 

Comment  #7 

Estimated  emissions  from  all  sources 
are  summarized  in  Appendix  A3 . 1 . 6 . 1  to 

five  a  perspective  on  the  requirements 
or  trade-offs.   The  larger  emissions 
are  given  as  percentages  of  total 
emissions  in  Section  3.1.6. 

Comment  #8 

New  source  rules  do  not  apply  to  con- 
struction.  If  the  emissions  were 
long-lived  they  could  ultimately  have 
an  effect  on  meeting  the  hydrocarbon 
standard.  .The  sentence  was  revised  to 
remove  ambiguity. 

Comment  #9 

Tanker  SO2  emissions  are  discussed  in 
Section  3.1.6.1.2,  under  Sulfur  Diox- 
ide . 


Comment  #10 

This  mitigating  measure  in  Section 
4.2,2  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment , 

Comment  #11 

This  committed  measure  has  been  added 
in  Section  4.1.1  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #12 

This  mitigating  measure  in  Section 
4.2.2  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #13 

No   change   required. 

Comment    #14 

This  suggested  mitigating  measure  has 
been  added  to  Section  4.2.2. 


Comment   #15 

All    known  reasonable   and    significant 
alternative   uses   of  the   pipeline   are 
analyzed    in   Section   3.1.16.5   of  the 
FES   and    the   report   entitled   "Energy 
Supp ly/ Demand .        This   report   is   avail- 
able  as   referenced    in   the   Tableof 
Contents   of  Chapter    1.      Conversion   to 
crude   oil    use    is  not   an   irreversible 
commitment . 
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COftn^REHENSIVE  PLANNING  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  SAN  DIEGO  REGION 


December  16,  1976 


Mr.  Ed  Hartley 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,  CA   9S82S 


Subject 


Draft  EIS  and  E1R: 
Project 


COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  SAN  DIEGO  REGION   (f/'SO 


Project  Notification 

Item    NJO.:  NI-FY77-99  through  NI-Pl77-140 
natfl   12/10/76 


TO: 

FRCM: 
SUBJECT: 


Executive  Committee 

Executive  Director 

Project  Notifications  Submitted  to  Areawide  Clearinghouse 
November  1976 


Sohio  West  Coast  to  Mid-Continent  Pip^wfc  _ 


STAFF 

REO>MENIV\T 


Dear  Mr.  Hartley: 

On  December  10,  1976,  the  Executive  Committee  reviewed  the  subject  Draft  EIS 
and  the  Draft  E1R  prepared  by  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  in 
accordance  with  the  National  Env rronmenta 1  Policy  Act  and  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act. 

Based  on  CPO  investigation  of  the  proposed  Oil  Transportation  System,  the 
Executive  Committee  has  determined  that  further  review  and  comment  by  CPO  is 
unnecessary.  The  Executive  Committee  does  recommend  that: 

I  The  final  environmental  documents  should  consider  the  impact 
of  a  coherent  national  energy  policy  for  long  range  development, 
distribution  and  conservation  of  energy  resources  which  could 
help  avoid  short  term  national  shortages  or  surpluses  and  assist 
in  determining  the  appropriate  distribution  strategy  for  the 
presently  imminent  West  Coast  oil  surplus. 


RJH/SS/ce 
NI-77-116 


G.     NI-116    Draft  EIR,  EIS:  Sohio  West  Coast  to  Mid-Continent  Pipeline 

Project/Port  of  Long  Beach  and' Federal  Bureau"  brCand- 

Management  ...... 

Reviewed  pursuant  to  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  and  National  Environmental  Policv  Act 


The  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  is  proposing  to  ship  crude 
oil  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Long  Beach,  California  by  tanker  and 
then  transport  the  oil  to  Midlands,  Texas  by  pipeline  for  dis- 
tribution to  the  midwest.     The  project  involves  the  constructioi 
of  a  tanker  port  and  oil  storage  tanks  at  Long  Beach,  the  con- 
struction of  235  miles  of  new  pipelines,  and  the  conversion  of 
790  miles  of  existing  pipeline  from  gas  to  oil  transport. 
Initially,  700,000  barrels  of  crude  oil  per  day  would  be  landed 
in  Long  Beach. 

The  State  Air  Resources  Board  has  projected  a  maximum  air  pol- 
lution load  of  93  tons  per  day  of  hydrocarbon  emissions  in  the 
South  Coast  Air  Basin  resulting  from  the  project  as  presently 
proposed.  Oil  company  projections  using  different  assumptions 
as  to  method  of  oil  transfer  have  resulted  in  hydrocarbon  emis- 
sions as  low  as  1.5  tons  per  day.  The  emissions  result  mainly 
from  tanker  transfer,  purging  and  ballasting  operations  and  could 
have  an  adverse  air  quality  impact  on  the  San  Diego  air  basin. 


Comment 

The  final  environmental  documents  should  consider  the  impact  of 
a  coherent  national  energy  policy  for  long  range  development, 
distribution  and  conservation  of  energy  resources,  which  could 
helo  avoid  short  term  national  shortages  or  surpluses  and  assist 


RESPONSE 


AREAWIDE  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 


Comment   #1 
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The   project   application   is    for   a  crude 
oil   distribution   system    from  Valdez, 
Alaska,    to   Midland,    Texas.      It   is   not 
within   the   scope   of  this   project   to 
determine   national   energy  policy. 


M.ght  bt  n 


s  effectiveness  of 

1  tribute*  1o  the  achieve 


(bl       Any  adverse 
(el       Mitigation  rr 


monity  development  inclu 
Appropriate  Imd  uiei  fc 

Wile  development  and  ei 
including  land.  air.  vtatei 
and  others. 
Balanced  transportation 


Ived  in  the  proposed  p 


inducing  impact  of  U 


,-l.v 


it  of  people  and  goods 


in,  including  mm 

ority  gtoups 

resource  supply 

and  demand 

Ch  people  or  bo 

nesses  will  be  displaced  and 

DitCt  looted  in 

h.co»M,<,n.,,h.„l» 

ojact  to  theappr 

aved  Stale  program  for  th* 

i«  coastal  »one  a 

d  its  corwistenty  theiew.th 

o,e«  (or  which 

tsistance  is  being  sought  by 

9-187 


BOARD    OF    SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY    OF    LOS    ANGELES 


»ry  5.    1977 


Hearing  Officer 

Bureau  of  Land  Manager! 


SOHIO  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  HEARING, 
313  NORTH  FIGUEROA,    LOS  ANGELES,    CALIFORNIA 

Supervisor  James  Hayes  has  asked  that  his  comments  relative  to  the  draft 
EIS  on  the  crude  oil  transportation  system  between  Long  Beach,  California 
and  Midland.   Texas,    be  included  as  part  of  the  record  for  this  hearing. 

Unfortunately,    Supervisor  Hayes  has  a  schedule  today  which  conflicts  with 
your  hearing  and  cannot  attend  personally.     Nevertheless,    he  is  vitally 
interested  and  concerned  about  this  project  and  would  like  to  insure  that 
Mb  comments  contained  in  the  attached  brief  statement  be  put  on  record 
and  be  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  assistance  In  this  matter. 

Yours  truly. 

JAMES  A.    HAZES  . 


i  S.   Szabo 
Chief  Deputy 


JAH:BSS:wh 
Attachment 


DURING  THF.  PAST  SEVERAL  YEARS,    1  HAVE  BEEN  VERY  ACTIVE  AND  INTER- 
ESTED IN  THE  WHOLE  ISSUE  OF  ENERGY  DEVELOPMENT  WITH  PARTICULAR 
EMPHASIS  ON  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  ALTERNATE  ENERGY  SOURCES  AND  THE 
ASSURANCE  OF  CONTINUED  ENERGY  SUPPLY  TO  THE  CITIZENS  OF  THIS 
COUNTY.      IN  LIGHT  OF  MY  DEEP  INTEREST,    I  FEEL  COMPELLED  TO  GIVE 
YOU  MY  COMMENTS  ON  THE  PROPOSED  SOHIO  WEST  COAST  TO  MID-CONTINENT 
PIPELINE. 

THE  PROJECT,    AS  PROPOSED,    WILL  USE  THE  PORT  OF  LONG  BEACH  AS  THE 
ENTRY  POINT  FOR  ALASKAN  OIL.     THAT  OIL  WILL  BE  TRANSFERRED  FROM 
THE  PORT  VIA  A  PIPELINE  THAT  WILL  PASS  THROUGH  THE  LOS  ANGELES 
COUNTY  FLOOD  CONTROL  DISTRICT.     THIS  USE  OF  THE  FLOOD  CONTROL 
CHANNEL  WAS  MADE  POSSIBLE  BY  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  IN  THEIR 
CAPACITIES  AS  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  FLOOD  CONTROL  DISTRICT  IN  AN  ACTION 
1  INITIATED  IN   1975. 

BY  PLACING  THE  PIPELINE  IN  THE  FLOOD  CONTROL  CHANNELS,    WE  WILL  BE 
ABLE  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  CAUSED  BY  THIS  PROJECT. 

OTHER  STEPS  SIMILAR  TO  THIS  ONE  CAN  BE  TAKEN  AND  MUST  BE  TAKEN  IN 

THE  FUTURE  TO  INSURE  THAT  THE  CITIZENS  OF  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  ARE 

THE 
PROTECTED  FROM   /    POINT  OF  VIEW  OF  SAFETY  AND  ENVIRONMENT.     WE 

SHOULD  BE  CONSTRUCTIVE  IN  OUR  APPROACH  BECAUSE  OUR  COUNTRY 

NEEDS  ADDITIONAL  ENERGY  AND  BECAUSE  I  AM  CONCERNED  ABOUT  THE 


MAINTENANCE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  IN  THE  SOUTH  COAST  AIR 
BASIN.    I  WOULD   UKE  TO  EMPHASIZE  THAT  OUR  APPROACH  IN  LOS 
ANGELES  COUNTY  HAS  BEEN  A  POSITIVE  ONE.     THAT  IS,   WE  HAVE 
RECOGNIZED  THE  NEED  TO  GO  AHEAD  WITH  THIS  PROJECT  BUT  NOT 
WITHOUT  TAKING  APPROPRIATE  SAFEGUARDS. 

I  HAVE  READ  THE  EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY  OF  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  AND  FOUND  IT  TO  BE  A  'VERY  WELL  PREPARED 
DOCUMENT.     THAT  COMPARISON  IS  BASED  UPON  MY  REVIEW  OF     MANY 
EIS'S  IN  MY  CAPACITY  AS  A  COUNTY  SUPERVISOR  AND  MEMBER  OF  THE 
SOUTH  COAST  RECIONAL  COASTAL  COMMISSION.     1  CAREFULLY  NOTED 
THAT   THE   EIS  INDICATES  THAT  THERE  WILL  BE  IMPACTS  AND  THAT  THOSE 
IMPACTS  MUST  BE  APPROPRIATELY  MITIGATED.     AMONG  THE  IMPACTS 
NOTED.   TWO  WERE  OF  PARTICULAR  INTEREST  TO  ME  --  ACCIDENTAL 
OIL  SPILL  AND  AIR  QUALITY. 

LAST  MONTH,    BOTH  SIDES  OF  THE  CONTINENT  WERE  PLAGUED  BY 
DISASTROUS  OIL  SPILLS.     IT  IS  MY  ONLY  HOPE  THAT  AFTER  THOROUGH 
INVESTIGATIONS  ARE  CONJUCTED,   ADDITIONAL  SAFETY  MEASURES  CAN 
BE  TAKEN  TO  PREVENT  SIMILAR  OCCURRENCES  IN   THE  FUTURE. 

CURRENTLY,   V.'E  HAVE  JUST   FINISHED  DEVELOPING  AN  OIL  SPILL  CON - 
T.NGLNCi    PLAN  FOR    IfiS  AN         ' .  J"Y  IN  OitDL;*  TO  COORDINATE 


LOCAL  RESPONSE  AND  RESOURCES  WITH  EXISTING  STATE  AND  FEDERAL 
PLANS.     WE  MUST  ALL  BE  100%  PREPARED  FOR  ANY   EMERGENCY. 

THE  SECOND  IMPACT.   THAT  OF  AIR  QUALITY.   IS  A  SERIOUS  ONE,    BUT 
LET'S  LOOK  AT  THE  FACTS.     WE  KNOW,    FOR  EXAMPLE,   THERE  IS  JUST 
SLIGHTLY  OVER   5  MILLION  POUNDS  OF  HYDROCARBONS  PER  DAY  INTRO- 
DUCED INTO  THE  SOUTH  COAST  AIR   BASIN.     IN  SAN  PEDRO  BAY,   IN  BOTH 
THE   PORT  OF   LOS  ANGELES  AND  PORT  OF  LONG  BEACH,   PETROLEUM 
RELATED  OPERATIONS  SUCH  AS  TANKER   LOADING  AND  UNLOADING, 
BUNKER LNC  (ADDING  OF  SHIP  FUEL),  STORAGE  OF  OIL  AND  OIL  PRODUCTS. 
AND  THE  PRODUCTION  OF  OIL  AND  CAS  PRODUCE  ABOUT   105  THOUSAND 
POUNDS  OF  HYDROCARBONS  PER  DAY.     THAT  PORTION  OF  THE  SOHIO 
PROJECT  WITHIN  SAN  PEDRO  BAY  WILL  PRODUCE  AN  ADDITIONAL  2,624 
POUNDS  OF  HYDROCARBONS  PER  DAY.     THIS  REPRESENTS  AN  INCREASE 
OF  SLIGHTLY  MORE  THAN  2.5  PER  CENT  IN  THE  SAN  PEDRO  BAY.     SURELY 
WE  HAVE  THE  TECHNOLOGICAL  EXPERTISE  TO  CONTROL  SUCH  A  SMALL 
AMOUNT  OF   EMISSIONS! 

LET  ME  COMMENT  FOR  JUST  A  MOMENT  ON  THE  LSSUE  OF  "PURGING"  AS 
IT  RELATES  TO  THIS  PROJECT.  THE  BIJ.1  PROPOSES  THAT  TANKERS  BE 
PROHIBITED  FROM  PURGING  IN    i  LONG   BEACH  FOR  ANY 

REASON  OT.IZR  THAN  EMERGENCY  OS  FU.X  SAFETY.     FURTHERMORE, 
1  cli  STATE  AIR  RESOURCES  BOARD  HAS  INDICATED  THAT  PURGING   WILL 
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RESULT  m  CONSIDERABLE  EMISSIONS  IN  THE  SOUTH  COAST  AIR  BASIN. 
IN  FACT,  SOME  PURGING  DOES  OCCUR  RIGHT  NOW  IN  SAN  PEDRO  BAY. 
I  BELIEVE,   HOWEVER,  THAT  IT  IS  MiNIMAL.     PURGING  IS  A   PROBLEM, 
BUT  MODERN  VESSELS  PROPOSED  TO  BE  USED  BY  SOHIO  WILL  AND  CAN 
ELIMINATE  THE  NEED  FOR   PURGING.     GOVERNMENTAL  AGENCIES  CAN 
SIMPLY  REQUIRE  THE  USE  OF  THAT  TYPE  OF  VESSEL  FOR  THE  SOHIO 
OIL.     WHAT  IS  NECESSARY  THEN  IS  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  APPROPRIATE 
CONDITIONS  ATTACHED  TO  CERTATN  OF  THE  REQUIRED  PERMITS  RELATED 
TO  THE  PROJECT.     IT  SEEMS  TO  ME  THAT  THERE  IS  NO  NEED  TO  PRETEND 
THAT  THIS  IS  AN  UNSOLVABLE  PROBLEM  OR  A  DANGER  TO  THIS  BASIN  IF 
IT  CAN  BE  CONTROLLED  BY  APPROPRIATE  REGULATION. 

THERE  ARE,   OF  COURSE,  OTHER  IMPORTANT  ASPECTS  OF  THIS  PROJECT 
THAT  I  COULD  DISCUSS,   BUT  LET  ME  CONCLUDE  WITH  ONE  FINAL  POINT. 
THE  UNITED  STATES  CANNOT  CONTLNUE  ITS  DEPENDENCY  ON  FOREIGN 
OIL  WITHOUT  TAKING  ALL  APPROPRIATE  STEPS  TO  REDUCE  THAT  DEGREE 
OF  DEPENDENCY  AS  SOON  AS  POSSIBLE.     WE  MUST  STRIVE  TO  DEVELOP 
ALTERNATE  SOURCES  OF  ENERGY  SUCH  AS  GEOTHERMAL  AND  SOLAR.     I 
HAVE  BEEN  PUSHING  FOR  THESE  NEW  SOURCES  IN   LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  AND 
IN  THE  NATION  FOR  THE  LAST  FOUR    YEARS.     UNFORTUNATELY,   SOLAR, 
GEOTHERMAL,  AND  OTHER  ENERGY  SOURCES  ALONE  CANNOT  MEET  OUR 
TOTAL  ENERGY  NEEDS  OF  TOMORROW.     THEREFORE,    WE  MUST  MAKE 
EVERY  EFFORT  TO  DEVELOP  AN  APPROPRIATE  SYSTEM  TO  TRANSMIT 


CRUDE  OIL  TO  SUPPLEMENT  OUR   ENERCY  NEEDS. 

WORDS  CANNOT  EXPRESS  MY  GREAT  SADNESS  AND  SHOCK  AT  THE 
HORRENDOUS  EXPLOSION  IN  SAN  PEDRO  BAY  THAT  TOOOK  NINE  LIVES 
AND  DESTROYED  THE   810-FOOT  TANKER   --  SANSINENA   --  LAST  MONTH. 
SO  FAR,   NOBODY  KNOWS  (AND  WE  MAY  NEVER  FIND  OUT)  THE  EXACT 
CAUSE  OF  THAT  FATAL  SPARK  WHICH  IGNITED  THE  VAPOR  CLOUD 
TRIGGERING  THE   EXPLOSION.     NOR,  AS  YET,   DO  WE  KNOW  HOW  THAT 
VAPOR  CLOUD  GOT  ON   DECK  IN  THE  FIRST  PLACE. 

WHAT  I  DO  KNOW,  HOWEVER,   IS  THAT  THIS  WAS  THE  FIRST  EXPLOSION  OF 
ITS  KIND  IN   29  YEARS  --  THE  LAST  ONE  OF  THE  S.S.   MAR  KAY.  HAVING 
OCCURRED  IN   LOS  ANGELES  HARBO*  IN   1947.     I  RECOGNIZE  THAT  MANY 
INDIVIDUALS  AND  ORGANIZATIONS  ARE  CONCERNED  THAT  SHOULD  THE 
SOHIO  PROJECT  GO  AHEAD,   CHANCES  WILL  BE  INCREASED  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
ACCIDENTS  OF  SIMILAR  MAGNITUDE  TO  OCCUR.     WITH  STRICT  MONITORING 
AND  SAFEGUARDS,   I  STILL  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  SOHIO  PROJECT  IS  BENE- 
FICIAL FOR  THIS  COUNTY.     IT  IS  A  PROJECT  THAT  IS  IMPORTANT  TO  THE 
ENTIRE  COUNTY  AND  CALIFORNIA  THAT  CAN  THUS  SERVE  AS  AN  ENERGY 
WINDOW  FOR  THE  REST  OF  THE  NATION.     MY  BELIEF  IN  THAT  REGARD 
IS'STRONC,    BUT  WITH  ONE  CAVEAT,   NAMELY,    THAT  THE  DEVELOPMENT 
BE  DONE  WITH  EXTREME   ENVIRONMENTAL  INTEGRITY  AND  CONCERN  FOR 
STRICT  SAFETY  PRECAUTIONS.     IN  THE   LONG  RUN,   THE  PROJECT  WILL 
PROVE  TO  BE  AN  ASSET  TO  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  AND  WILL  PROVIDE 
A  MUCH  NEEDED  ENERCY  RESOURCE  TO  THE  ENTIRE  COUNTRY. 


STATEMENT  OF  SUPERVISOR  JAMES  A.    HAYES  OF   LOS  ANGELES 
COUNTY  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  A  PROPOSED  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  BETWEEN 
LONG  BEACH,    CALIFORNIA  AND  MIDLAND.    TEXAS  (JANUARY  5,    1977) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPROVEMENT    AGENCY 


Latter   to  EIS  Project  Manager,   BLM 
R«:      SOII 10   Pipeline    Project 
January   24,    1977 
P«M    2 


January    24,    1977 


Project   Manager 

Bureau  of   Land  Management 

EIS   Project   Office 

P.O.   Box  660 

Lob  Alamltos,  CA  90720 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft 
Statement  for  the  SOHIO  West  Coast  to  Mld-Contlnci 
Ue  were  pleated  to  receive  the  D.E.I.S.  well  In  ai 
hearing,  allowing  sufficient  tine  for  review  and  comment. 

One  of  the  goals  of  San  Bernardino  County's  Joint  Utilities  Management 
Plan  (JUMP),  which  has  been  adopted  as  an  element  o(  the  County's  Central 
Plan,  Is  to  "maximize  the  beneficial  effects  and  minimize  the  adverse 
effects  associated  with  siting  major  utilities."   To  accomplish  this  goal, 
the  County  has  adopted  the  following  policies: 

1. 


our  concerns  have  bean  adequately  addn 
the  following  comments  reflect  San  Be: 
feel  were  not  adequately  addressed: 


nvironmental  Impact 
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Before  approving  a  major  pipeline  for  location  within  San  Ber- 
nardino County,  the  day-to-day  operational  hazards,  as  well  as 
disaster  Impacts,  must  be  thoroughly  considered  and  a  disaster 
plan  submitted  by  the  proponents  of  the  facility  to  the  County 
Emergency  Preparedness  Officer  for  review  and  approval.  The 
Plan  must  be  complete  and  Include  measures  for  dealing  with 
both  primary  and  secondary  impacts  of  any  potential  disaster . 


RESPONSES 


Comment    #1 


BLM  believes   the  mitigating  measures 
are   adequate. 

Comment   #2 

Section  2.1.12.3,  under  San  Bernardino 
County,  was  reyised  to  reflect  hiking- 
equestrian   trails   crossed. 

Comment   #3 

Discussion  of  trade-offs  has   been   ex- 
panded   in   Section  4.1.5   of   the   FES   to 
include    the    trade-offs   proposed  by 
SOHIO  and   current   agency   criteria   and 
objectives . 


1. 

|  Ue  suggest  there  be  more  discussion  of  specific  mitigation  measures 

1  for  crossing  fault  cones,  areas  of  potential  liquefaction,  ground- 

1 

1  water  resource  areas,  surface  water  resources.   San  Bernardino 

1  County  would  Insist  on  the  most  sophisticated  failsafe  devices  to 

|  insure  a  minimum  of  damage  as  a  result  of  Oil  spills. 

2. 

The  pipeline  will  croas  the  following  equestrian  and  hiking  trails 

In  San  Bernardino  County: 

San  Antonio  Creek  Channel 

Cucamonga  Channel 

Jurupa  Mountains 

Santa  Ana  River 

Heche  Canyon 

San  Tlmoteo  Canyon 

- 

■  We  suggest  that  during  the  construction  phase  and  thereafter. 

2 

1  there  be  a  provision  for  keeping  the  trails  open  for  hiking  and 

|  equestrian  uses. 

3. 

We  concur  with  the  proposed  mitigation  measure  of  trading  oft 

emissions  elsewhere  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  to  prevent  the 

further  degradation  of  the  air  quality  that  San  Bernardino  County 

-  shares  with  Riverside,  Orange  and  Los  Angeles  Counties.   However, 

1  we  suggest  there  be  more  discussion  of  the  proposed  exchange  pro- 

3 

1  cedure  in  the  E.I.S.   It  sounds  tike  a  reasonable  Idea,  but  we 

1  suspect  It  may  not  be  a  viable  approach,  and  the  details  of  the 

|  concept  should  be  expanded. 

with  t 

he  exception  of  the  above  comments,  we  concur  with  your  identification 

of  the 

possible  Impacts  and  the  mitigation  measures  proposed .   We  find  the 

propos 

al  to  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  San  Bernardino  County's  poll- 

cles  r 

egarding  the  siting  and  design  criteria  for  fuel  pipelines  as  mitigated, 

Sincerely, 

ENVIRO 

NMENTAL  IMPROVEMENT  AGENCY 

PLANN1NC  DEPARTMENT 


Energy   Coordli 
SW:tJt 
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SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNMENTS 


REGIONAL  COOPERATION  FOR  REGIONAL  PROBLEMS 
■  SUITE  1000  •  LOS  ANGELES,  CA  •  9000S  •  213/1*5-1000 


MO  SO    COMMONWEALTH  AVE. 

January  12,  1977 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,   California     90720 

Dear  Sir: 

Attached  are  official  agency  comments  on  your  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  on  the  SOHIO  Transportation  Company's  proposal  for  trans- 
portation of  Alaskan  oil  to  Long  Beach  and  Texas.  These  were 
developed  through  SCAG's  A-95  review  process.  The  Environmental 
Statement  was  available  to  local  governments,  but  no  responses  were 
received.  These  comments  were  adopted  by  the  Association's  Executive 
Committee  on  January  6.  1977. 

In  its  adoption  the  Executive  Committee  took  three  actions: 

One,  Oirected  staff  to  transmit  the  attached  comments  and  concerns  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  other  interested  agencies  and 
organizations  as  official  SCAG  comment  on  the  DES. 

Two;  Approved  a  work  program  to  futher  analyze  the  SOHIO  proposal  for 
its  air  quality  implications  and  propose  mitigation  measures.  This 
work  will  be  done  as  part  of  the  Association's  air  quality  management 
planning  responsibilities  under  state  law  and  will  be  complete  in 
three  months. 

Three;  Recommended  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Federal  Power 
Commission  and  other  appropriate  agencies  that  final  decisions  on 
this  project  be  delayed  until  -- 

a.  The  authorized  air  quality  work  has  been  completed  and 
approved  by  the  Executive  Committee  and, 

b.  Mitigating  measures  have  been  agreed  upon  by  the  parties 
concerned  and  Included  In  the  project  for  implementation. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  your  staff  in  this  effort.  If  you 
have  any  questions  or  comment,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Brian 
Farris  of  my  staff  at  any  time. 


Mark  A.  Pisano 
Executive  Director 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  —  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM: 
VALDEZ,  ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND,  TEXAS  (AS  PROPOSED  BY  SOHIO  TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY) 

Current  Situation 

The  SOHIO  Transportation  Company  has  proposed  a  West  Coast-Mid  Continent 
pipeline  project  to  transport  Alaskan  crude  oil  from  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  by 
pipeline  to  refineries  in  Texas.  An  initial  700,000  barrels  of  crude  oil  per 
day  would  be  landed  at  Long  Beach.  About  200,000  barrels  per  day  would  be 
refined  locally  and  500,000  barrwls  would  be  pumped  to  Texas  for  subsequent 
distribution.   In  California  this  project  would  involve  the  construction  of  an 
oil  terminal  at  Long  Beach  consisting  of  tanker  berths,  oil  tanks  and  other 
facilities.  About  130  miles  of  new  oil  pipeline  would  be  constructed  in 
California.   In  addition,  the  company  plans  *o  use  about  121  miles  of  30" 
natural  gas  line  between  Beaumont  and  Desert  Center,  California,  converting 
it  from  east-to-west  natural  gas  transmission  to  west-to-east  crude  oil  trans- 
mission. Four  new  pumping  stations  would  be  constructed. 

Public  bearings  begin  in  January,  1977  and  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  FEIS,  is  scheduled  for  April  1977.  A  BLM  decision  is  scheduled  on 
May  1,  1977.  The  Trans-Alaskan  Pipeline  System,  TAPS,  line  will  begin  opera- 
tion in  July  1977.   It  would  take  about  two  years  to  construct. 

Regional  Issues 

Two  types  of  issues  are  inherent  in  this  project.  First  are  those  concerned 
with  the  specifics  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  project 
itself.  Second  are  those  of  the  Region's  role  in  broad  scale  state  and 
national  energy  policy,  including  this  project  and  a  number  of  others,  the 
resulting  impacts,  and  broad  approaches  for  mitigating  damages  to  the  Southern 
California  environment. 

Air  quality  is  the  major  topic  of  regional  concern  on  the  project.  Estimates 
vary  widely,  but  the  project  has  the  potential  of  very   seriously  affecting 
air  quality  in  the  air  basin  where  air  quality  is  »lready  poor.  Tradeoffs 
are  proposed  by  SOHIO  whereby  new  emissions  would  be  covered  by  old  source:'  beinr 
removed,  about  a  one-for-one  ratio.  There  are  a  number  of  problems  inherent 
in  this  which  are  discussed  in  Appendix  I. 

The  availability  of  natural  gas  is  vital  to  the  region  if  any  improvements  in 
air  quality  can  be  made.  This  project  would  take  an  existing  cas  line  out  of 
service  for  at  least  25  years.  There  are  indications  that  this  line  may  be 
needed  by  1983  to  carry  increased  flows  of  natural  gas  into  Southern  California. 
This  is  discussed  in  Appendix  I.   It  is  apparent  that  no  final  decision  should 
te  made  on  this  project  until  the  natural  gas  situation  is  resolved. 

On  a  broader  scale,  it  seems  that  a  number  of  energy  projects  of  statewide 

and  national  significance  are   being  proposed  for  Southern  California.   If  these 

are   to  be  implemented,  the  region's  environmental  quality  must  still  be 


protected  and  improved  --  especially  its  air  quality.  Since  Southern  California 
is  being  asked  to  take  the  pollution  load  of  these  greater  than  regional  energy 
developments,  it  seems  reasonable  that  special  action  should  be  taken  by  the 
state  and  federal  governments  to  protect  and  enhance  regional  environmental 
quality.  Actions  could  include  such  measures  as  increased  allocation  of  natural 
gas  to  the  region  to  combat  the  adverse  air  quality  affects  of  oil  and  gas 
facilities,  or  greater  Federal  assistance  in  implementing  improved  transit 
facilities  to  reduce  emissions  from  automobiles. 

The  Association  is  able  under  its  air  quality  planning  responsibilities  to  address 
these  questions.   It  is  proposed  that  special  analysis  be  included  within  the 
Air  Quality  Management  Program,  AQMP,  to  begin  in  January  1977,  and  that  within 
2  to  3  months  initial  specific  policy  recommendations  on  the  above  issues  would 
then  be  brought  to  the  Executive  Committee  in  time  for  inclusion  with  comments 
on  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Recommended  Executive  Committee  Action 

Staff  recommends  that  the  Executive  Committee  adopt  this  report  and  appendices 
as  the  Association's  official  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  and  transmit  them  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  other  appropriate  agencies.  Further  it  is 
recommended  that  the  Air  Quality  Management  Plan  include  evaluation  of  state 
and  national  energy  policies  and  their  effects  on  the  region.  Program  output 
would  be  a  series  of  recommendations  for  Executive  Committee  Policies  on 
broad  scale  actions  to  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  of  national  signfidant 
energy  projects  on  the  SCAG  region. 

This  effort  would  begin  in  January  1977  with  initial  recommendations  to  be 
ready  in  2  to  3  months. 

Finally,  it  is  recommended  that  the  Executive  Committee  direct  the  staff  to 
investigate  and  review  future  major  energy  developments  within  the  context  of  a 
broadened  perspective  of  mitigating  measures  for  all  impacts  of  the  project. 


APPENDIX  I 
COMMENTS  SPECIFIC  TO  THE  DEIS 

Air  Quality  Issues 

The  ship-to-shore  transfer  for  crud>_-  oil  raises  three  important  air  quality  issues: 

1)  How  to  calculate  the  volume  of  air  pollutant  emissions. 

2)  How  to  determine  the  probable  ambient  air  quality  impact  of  these 
emissions  to  air  basins  where  federal  and  state  air  pollution 
standards  are  already  exceeded; 

3)  Whether,  given  a  level  of  added  emissions,  project  applicants  should 
be  allowed  the  opportunity  to  "trade  off"  air  pollution  emissions  as 
part  of  their  applications,  and  how  a  bona  fide  "trade  off  is 
established. 

While  interested  parties  generally  agree  on  emission  calculation  assumptions 
and  procedures,  they  disagree  on  the  appropriate  combination  of  ships  and 
ship  operations  in  ports  which  should  be  used  to  calculate  the  largest  volume 
of  emissions  that  could  occur  in  any  peak  hour  or  day.  For  example,  S0HI0 
and  the  Port  of  Long  Beach/California  Public  Utilities  Commission  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  both  calculate  average  daily  emissions  by  dividing  the 
total  annual  expected  emissions  from  all  trips  by  365.  The  Air  Resources  Board, 
on  the  other  hand,  insists  that  full-berth  occupancy  (3  ships  in  port  simultane- 
ously) emissions  must  be  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  granting  a  permit. 

•Trade-Off  Controversy 

The  A1r  Resources  Board  reasons  that  its  Clean  Air  Act  responsibilties  (to  insure 
the  maintenance  and  attainment  of  federal/state  ambient  air  quality  standards) 
permit  applicants  to  trade  off  emission  volumes  at  least  equal  to  and  probably 
greater  than  the  worst  case  emissions  from  the  proposed  project.  SOHIO,  on  the 
other  hand,  argues  that  it  should  only  be  "charged"  for  average  emissions. 
SOHIO  reasons  that  it  would  be  unfair  to  punish  new  entrants  into  the  marine 
terminal  business  who  propose  to  use  best  available  control  technologies,  while 
existing  operators  can  cause  greater  polluting  on  per  unit  throughput  by  using 
older  and  less  costly  oil  facilities,  because  of  preestablished  "pollution  rights' 
that  are   not  subject  to  contemporary  permit  tests. 

Under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  state  and  local  districts  are   responsible  for  reviewing 
the  air  quality  impacts  of  new  and  modified  sources  of  pollution,  and  dis- 
approving them  if  they  interfere  with  4he  attainment  or  maintenance  of  federal 
air  quality  standards.  This  requirement  in  EPA's  judgment,  does  not  prohibit 
major  new  or  expanded  sources  in  dirty  areas  like  Los  Angeles,  provided  that: 
1)  the  net  effect  of  the  new  emissions  together  with  reductions  from  existing 
facilities  does  not  exacerbate  health  related  air  quality  standards;  2)  it 
contributes  to  reasonable  progress  in  aitainina  standards.  EPA  has  recently 
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published  a  draft  "trade  off"  policy  which  will  allow  plants  to  locate  or 
expand  in  dirty  air  areas  if  they  trade  existing  pollution  emissions  for  new 
pollution  emissions  on  a  better  than  one-for-one  basis. 

The  SOHIO  proposal  was  developed  within  the  context  of  an  emissions  trade-off 
concept.  SOHIO  intends  to  off-set  the  emissions  increases  from  tanker  operations 
and  crude  oil  vapor  losses  by  removing  existing  storage  tanks  in  Long  Beach  and 
by  requiring  ships  to  burn  low  sulfer  fuel  oil.  This  will  be  done  at  a  rate 
equal  to  or  slightly  greater  than  the  amount  of  the  proposed  emissions  increases. 

If  the  SOHIO  proposal  establishes  a  precedent  for  the  rate  of  emissions  trade-off 
(one-for  or  slightly  greater  than  one-for-one)  1t  will  have  a  continuing  long 
term  impact  on  the  rate  at  which  the  region's  schedule  for  compliance  with 
federal  air  quality  goals  is  set.  Secondly,  If  the  emissions  trade  off  concept 
is  established  it  will  affect  the  types  of  facilities  constructed  in  the  region, 
and  the  rate  at  which  they  will  be  built.  Third,  under  the  emissions  trade-off 
concept  proposed  new  facilities  will  have  a  substantial  incentive  to  develop  in 
the  near  term.  With  the  total  emissions  In  the  basin  decreasing  in  the  long 
term  It  will  become  increasingly  difficult  to  find  emissions  to  trade-off 
and  increasing  more  costly.  Finally,  and  perhaps  of  greatest  significance, 
future  projects  which  may  provide  more  employment  might  be  commercially  pro- 
hibited from  the  region  due  to  the  paucity, of  emissions  to  trade-off  and  the 
total  economic  cost  of  doing  so. 

Purging  and  Ballasting 

Two  potential  air  pollution  sources  are  purging  and  ballasting  operations. 

Purging  is  a  safety  measure  to  prevent  explosion  by  replacing  hydrocarbon 
vapors  1n  the  cargo  holds  with  the  ship's  inhert  exhaust  gases,  with  the 
purge  vent  left  open  to  reduce  pressure.   In  the  recent  ship  explosion  in 
Los  Angeles  Harbor  the  holds  had  not  been  purged  or  otherwise  made  safe. 
SOHIO  intends  to  use  an  inherting  system  whereby  inhert  exhaust  gases  are 
pumped  into  the  holds  under  pressure  until  the  mixture  becomes  non-explosive 
and  no  vapors  will  be  allowed  to  escape.  Any  venting  necessary  would  not  be 
done  until  the  ships  are  outside  the  air  basin,  except  in  emergencies. 

Since  the  proposed  facilities  would  be  common  carrier  berths,  other  tankers 
without  the  inherting  system  could  use  it.  This  raises  the  possibility  that 
they  may  purge  their  tanks. 

Staff  proposes  that  the  SOHIO  tankers  be  monitored  in  an  appropriate  manner 
to  ensure  that  purging  is  not  done  where  the  vapors  could  reach  the  South 
Coast  Air  Basin.  It  is  further  proposed  that  the  use  of  the  berths  be 
restricted  to  only  those  ships  which  have  inherting  systems. 

Ballast  is  water  tak.in  on  by  tankers  after  they  discharge  their  cargo  to 
assure  safe  operation.  Many  ships  have  ballast  tanks  segregated  from  the 
oil  tanks.  Others  take  water  directly  into  the  cargo  holds  or  have  only 
partially  segregated  systems.  These  ships  can  cause  air  pollution  when 
the  hydrocarbon  vapors  are  displaced  by  water. 


SOHIO's  ships  will  have  completely  segregated  ballast,  but  the  common  carrier 
status  of  the  berths  may  allow  others  which  do  not.  Staff  recommends  that 
use  of  the  new  berths  be  restricted  to  those  with  completely  separate  cargo 
and  ballast  tanks. 

Foreclosure  of  Options  1n  the  Exlstfng  Gas  Transmission  Line 

There  will  be  no  shortage  of  natural  gas  pipeline  capacity  if  this  project 
is  implemented,  with  the  exception  of  one  alternative. 

The  DEIS  states  that  in  the  event  that  the  Gas  Arctic  pipeline  project  to 
carry  Alaskan  natural  gas  to  the  "lower  48"  1s  approved  without  the  legs 
to  the  West  Coast,  and  the  existing  El  Paso  natural  gas  line  from  Texas  to 
Southern  California  1s  taken  out  of  service  to  carry  oil,  there  probably  will 
be  a  shortage  of  gas  pipeline  capacity  from  Texas  to  California  beginning  about 
1981,  and  becoming  severe  by  1983.  This  pipeline  capacity  shortfall  would 
result  from  the  availability  of  Alaskan  gas  supplies  and  the  Algerian  LNG 
committed  to  move  west  from  Texas  in  1983.  This  finding  conflicts  with  those 
of  the  proponent  and  State  Energy  Commission. 

The  staff  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has  recommended  this  alternative 
to  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  The  Commission  must  make  a  recommendation 
to  the  President  by  May  1,  and  the  President  to  Congress  by  September  1. 

The  issue  here  Is  that  energy  projects  are  part  of  complex  systems,  and  that 
action  on  one  has  effects  on  the  others.   In  this  case,  the  options  on  Alaskan 
gas  and  oil  must  be  considered  together  to  avoid  possible  conflicts  at  a  later 
time.  Staff  suggests  that  the  decisions  on  Alaskan  oil  and  gas  transportation 
be  made  together  to  eliminate  potential  system  conflicts,  rather  then  the 
apparent  piecemeal  approach  now  under  way.  Staff  further  suggests  that  the 
difference  in  opinion  on  pipeline  capacity  and  use  be  resolved. 


Areas  of  Regional  Significance  and  Concern 

SCAG's  regional  Conservation  and  Open  Space  Plan  is  i 
preparation.  The  plan  includes  a  designation  of  Area 
and  Concern. which  are  of  special  interest  to  SCAG  in 
work.  New  pipeline  construction  would  affect  severa 
San  Pedro  Bay,  the  Los  Angeles  River,  Rio  Hondo,  the 
Colorado  River,  and  especially  the  Chino  Hills.  Cons 
across  the  northern  portion  of  the  Chino  Hills  would 
impacts  on  this  irea  of  interest.  SCAG  is  involved  i 
recreation  planning  effort  in  the  Chino  Hills  and  res 
inappropriate  facilities.  Perhaps  the  pipeline  routi 
avoid  the  area.  If  not,  then  special  attention  must 
maintenance  of  the  right-of-way. 


n  the  final  stages  of 
s  of  Regional  Significance 
its  planning  and  review 
of  these  areas  including 
San  Gabriel  River,  the 
truction  of  the  pipeline 
have  serious  aesthetic 
n  an  open  space  and 
ists  further  scarring  by 
ng  could  be  modified  to 
be  given  to  revegetation  and 


APPENDIX  2 
FUTURE  ENERGY  DEVELOPMENTS  IN  THE  REGION-BROAD  SCALE  ISSUES 


The  SOHIO  proposal  to  land  Alaskan  crude  oil  at  Long  Beach  is  but  one  of  several 
major  energy-related  projects  already  under  way  or  planned  in  Southern  Cali- 
fornia. Beyond  these  proposals  for  energy  facilities  within  Southern  Califor- 
nia there  are  other  energy  developments,  pending  or  projected,  which  will  have 
significant  impacts  on  the  SCAG  region.  Related  to  these  large  programs  and 
to  the  general  growth  of  energy  consumption  are  many  other  projects  at  a 
smaller  scale  which  in  total  will  have  significant  effects  on  this  area,  the 
State,  and  possibly  the  nation. 

These  developments  emphasize  the  need  for  policy  development  at  the  regional 
level  relative  to  the  use  of  energy  as  well  as  the  production,  transmission, 
and  development  of  energy  resources  and  systems.  Projects  already  visible 
include  oil  and  gas  production  and  processing  {onshore  and  offshore),  ship- 
ment and  pipeline  transmission  of  oil  and  gas,  very  high  voltage  electric 
transmission  lines,  and  various  types  of  electric  generating  plants.  The 
regional  energy  consumption  increasingly  is  dependent  on  sources  in  other 
states,  neighboring  and  distant,  as  well  as  foreign  sources. 

More  than  a  dozen  major  programs  and  projects  are  pending  which  provide  a 
context  for  considering  the  SOHIO  proposal  from  an  energy  perspective: 

o  Outer  Continental  Shelf  leasing  program  which  could  yield  600,000 
barrels  per  day 

o  LNG  importation  proposals 

-  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska  to  Oxnard 

-  Point  Gravina,  Alaska  to  Los  Angeles,  Oxnard,  and  Point  Con- 
ception 

-  Indonesian  Gas  to  Oxnard 

o  Geothermal  energy  developments,  including 

-  Brawley,  Heber  (Imperial  County) 

-  Sal  ton  Sea  area  {Riverside  County) 

-  Randsburg   (San  Bernardino  County) 


o  Coal-fired  power  plants  in  Utah  and  Nevada 

-  Allen  -  Warner  Valley 
Intermountain 

-  Kaiparowits  (postponed?) 

o  Nuclear  power  plants 

-  San  Joaquin""Valley  (Kern  County) 

-  Sundesert  (Riverside  County)       — 

-  Vidal  Junction  (RWcrside  County)  "?£> 

-  Palo  Verde  (near  Phoenix,  Ariz.) 

o  Elk  Hills  petroleum  production  -  up  to  400.,000BPQ  Maybe  routed  to  connect 
to  Sohio  pipeline  or  to  Port  Hueneme  for  shipment  on  tankers. 

In  addition  to  the  projects  already  under  way  or  defintely  proposed,  there 
are  other  potential  developments  which  will  affect,  and  be  influenced  by 
the  region's  energy  demands.   Each  of  the  following  will  have  environmental 
and  other  implications  for  Southern  California. 

o  Enlargement  of  geothermal  energy,  with  brine  residues  and  other  effects. 

o  Extension  of  0CS  leasing  program 

o  Potential  large-scale  utilization  of  solar  energy,  which  has 
environmental  implications: 

-  Residential  and  process  heating  to  reduce  demand  for  natural  gas 
.-  Building  cooling 

•-  Electricity  generation  (requiring  large  area) 

o  Prospective  introduction  of  coal  for  power  plants  with  resulting 
pollution,  ash  handling,  water  use  problems, 

o  Requirements  for,  and  location  of  power  generating  facilities  - 
nuclear,  fossil-fueled 

o  Corridors  for  ultra-high  voltage  transmission  lines, 

o  Extensive  use  of  solid  waste  as  energy. 

It  is  clear  from  the  above  that  in  the  near  future  Southern  California  will 
assume  even  greater  importance  as  an  oil  and  gas  reduction  and  processing  center. 

Thus  far  the  major  mitigating  measurss  proposed  deal  with  specifics  of  facility 
design  and  the  types  of  trade  offs  discussed  in  Appendix  I. 

Staff  proposes  that  if  Southern  California  allow  these  facilities  to  be  built 
and  add  to  the  pollution  load,  additional  mitigating  measures  need  to  be 
implemented  to  improve  the  environmental  quality,  especially  ambient  air 


9-192 


RESPONSE 


quality.  For  example,  in  the  context  of  the  SOHIO  project  the  region 
.nay  recommend  including  additional  allocations  of  natural  gas  to  Southern 
California  to  offset  increasing  fuel  oil  use  and  the  impacts  of  the  oil 
facilities.   In  addition,  further  improvements  in  the  urban  transportation 
system  may  be  recommended  to  reduce  air  pollution  caused  by  vehicles  as  a 
way  of  offsetting  the  increase  caused  by  oil  facilities.  These  improvements 
could  include  the  construction  of  a  people  mover  system  and  additional  mass 
transit  facilities. 

Staff  needs  to  do  additional  work  und-er  its  AB  250  planning  mandate  to  detail 
these  and  other  approaches  for  air  quality  impact  mitigation.  Findings  should 
then  be  submitted  for  Executive  Committee  consideration  as  a  policy  framework 
suitable  for  addressing  the  broader  impacts  of  the  SOHIO  project  as  well  as 
other  future  energy  proposals. 


Comment   #1 


The  scope  of  the  project  is  a  crude 
oil  transportation  system  from  Valdez, 
Alaska,  to  Midland,  Texas.  It  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  project  to  de- 
termine national  energy  policy.  Deci- 
sions are  in  process  on  the  Arctic  Gas 
pipeline   and   its   western   legs. 


Comment   #2 


Open-space  values  of  cited 
eluding  Puente  (Chino)  Hil 
cussed  in  Sections  2,1.10. 
2.1.10,2,  Greater  Los  Ange 
Landscape;  impacts  on  thes 
are  discussed  in  Sections 
3,1,10.2;  mitigating  measu 
tained  in  Section  4.2,  inc 
ures  to  minimize  soil  eros 
hance  revegetation  potenti 
Puente    (Chino)    Hills, 


areas,    ln- 
ls,    are  dis- 
1    and 
les   Urban 
e   resources 
3.1.10.1    and 
res   are   con- 
luding  meas- 
i on   and   en- 
al    in   the 


RIVERSIDE      COUDTr      P  L  A  R  H  I  R  G      9EPIIT>E<T 


i  cewcenos,  m 

i    i    I  HBRiOC.E 
<   OUSCI   '.m 


i  OIRECTOR 


January  17,  1977 


Draft  Environmental  lap.ee 
Statement:   Crud.  Oil 

Transportation  Spate*  from 
Valder.  Alaska  to  Midland, 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Manageajent 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  Project  Office 

Poet  Office  Box  660 

Lo.  VI  ami  cos,  California  90720 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  eending  u»   Che  Draft   Envlri 
crude  oil    transportation   system. 

Our   Environmental  Quality  Section  haa   reviewed   the  document ,    .pacifically  a.  It 
regarda   the  conversion  of   the  natural  gaa   trsnsalsslon   line   to  the   crude  oil 
transportation  system  through  Riverside  County,   and  haa   found   the  Draft   Environ- 
mental  Impact  Statement   to  he  an  accurate  and  adequate  discussion  of   the  proposed 
project,    It.  potential   Impact.,   and  proposed  mitigation  measures. 

:nt   on   this  Drsft  Environment.! 


.1  Impact  State 


Very  truly  yours, 

EIVEISIDE  COffBTT   PLAHMSG  DEPAltTMEUT 


±j^U2±ujL— 


A.    E.    Ntrwccraib-Plannlng   Dlr 
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CITY      ATTORNEY 

LOS  ANGCLES.  CM  irorifllA  t0012 


THE  HONORABLE,  THE  COUNCIL  Or 
THE  CITY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


itself  is  7  volu 
in  this  report. 


we  will  only  briefly  summarize   the   issues 


REPORT  RE 
SOIIIO  OIL  PIPELINE  PROJECT 


REPORT  NO.**?"  l?1?  6 

DEC  1  -  1976 

THE  HONORABLE,  THE  COUNCIL  OF 
THE  CITY  OF. LOS  ANGELES 
Room  395  -  City  Hall 
Los  Angeles,  California  90012 

Honorable  Members: 

Tho  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  invited 
comments  on  an  environmental  impact  report  (E.I.R.)  relative  to  a 
project  which  will,  if  it  materializes,  have  a  significant  impact 
upon  the  City  of  Los  Angeles.   The  purpose  of  this  report   is   to 

(1)  apprise  your  Honorable  Body  of  the  nature  of  the  project,  (2) 
highlight  sore  of  its  impacts  upon  the  people  of  Los  Angeles,  and 

(3)  recommend  chat  City  Attorney,  in  cooperation  with  any  other 
City  agency  you  may  choose  to  designate,  he  instructed  to  file 
appropriate  comments  on  the  E.I.R.  at  this  initial  and  important 
stage  of  the  proceedings.  Such  comments  will  not  he  in 
opposition  to  the  SOHIO  project,  but  rather  will  express  our 
concerns  that  all  necessary  steps  be  taken  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  residents  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  to  insure 
an  adequate  supply  of  natural  gas  and  to  minimize  adverse  air 
quality  impacts. 


to  the  EIR  arc  due 
opportunities   to 


This  matter  is  of  urgency.   Comm 
December  20,  1976  and  present  one  of   the 

raise  questions  relevant  to  the  entire  project  which  may  not  be 
available  at  a  subsequent  time.  The  City  was  not  served  with  the 
EIR  and  in  order  to  preserve  our  opportunity  to  protect  our 
interests  the  City  Attorney  requested  an  extension  of  this 
comment  period.  However,  at  this  point  in  time,  that  extension 
has  not  been  granted. 


The  SOIIIO  Project 

Standard  Oil  of  Ohio  (SOHIO)  it  a  large  producer  of 
natural  gao  and  oil  primarily  serving  the  Midwest  and  East.  It 
seeks  to  deliver  its  Alaskan  oil  to  its  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
markets  via  tankers  from  Alaska  to  Long  Reach,  and  then  by 
pipeline  from  Long  Beach  through  California  to  Texas  for 
distribution  in  the  Midwest  and  East. 

The  project  will  necessitate  tho  construction  of  a 
major  Long  Ucach  marine  oil  terminal  and  petroleum  Storage  tank*. 
A  major  portion  of  the  oil  pipeline  will  consist  of  existing 
Southern  California  Gas  (So  Cal)  and  El  Paso  pipelines  presently 
dedicated  to  ges  utility  service.  If  approved  by  the  Put",  the 
use  of  these  pipelines  to  transport  natural  gas  to  California 
would  be  discontinued,  the  pipeline  would  be  connected  so  as  to 
carry  Alaskian  oil  from  SOHIO's  Long  Beach  facilities  to  Texas 
for  distribution. 


Impacts  of  the  Project 

The  SOHIO  project  may  have  a  significant  impact  on  Los 
Angeles  in  the  areas  of  energy,  economic  growth  and  air  quality. 
Further,  the  SOIIIO  project  can  be  a  means  to  gain  additional 
natural  gas  for  Southern  California.  On  the  negative  side, 
without  proper  precautions,  the  project  could  result  in 
significant  limitation  of  economic  growth  in  the  City  of  Los 
Angeles,  loss  of  natural  gas  due  to  inadequate  pipeline  capacity 
and  a  deterioration  of  air  quality  in  the  South  Coast  basin. 


The   following   is 
important  aspects  of  the  SOHIO  pr 


brief  summary  of  so 


of  the  more 


1. 


ed  Natural  Gas  Supply 


The  City  relies  on  natural  g 
use,  industrial  use  and  steam-electri 
continuing  deterioration  in  natu'ra 
detrimental  to  City  residents  and  the 


supply   is 
economy. 


Although   the  SOHIO  project  is 


DlC 


tthe  draft  EIR 


ATTACHMENT  I 


THE  HOMORAELE,  THE  COUNCIL  OF 
THE  CITY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Standard  Oil  of  Ohio  is  a  major  producer  of  natural  gas 
serving  areas  other  than  the  California  market. 

SOHIO  wishes  to  utilize  part  of  the  Southern 
California  Cas  pipeline  to  transport  its  crude  oil  to 
the  Midwest.  The  needs  of  the  people  of  Los  Angeles 
could  best  be  met  if  SOHIO  provided  additional  gas  in 
compensation  for  the  use  of  the  pipelines  and  as  an 
offset  for  the  other  adverse  impacts  its  Long  Beach 
operations  may  have.  The  concept  of  a  "trade-off  as 
an  air  quality  mitigation  measure  to  offset  the  air 
quality  project  has  recently  been  incorporated  into  the 
rules  of  the  EPA  and  ARB.  He  believe  the  City  should 
positively  urge  that  in  addition  to  trade-offs  by 
reduction  of  emissions  from  existing  emission  sources, 
the  trade-off  of  supplying  additional  natural  gas  be 
explored. 

Pipeline  Capacity 


2. 

A  primary  component  of  the  SOHIO  project  is  the 
abandonment  of  the  Southern  California  Gas  pipeline. 
Before  giving  up  the  pipeline  dedicated  to  natural  gas 
service,  we  should  determine  that  such  pipeline  is  in 
fact  unnecessary.  City  residents  should  not  be  left  in 
a  position  where  necessary  natural  gas  service  cannot 
be  obtained  because  the  pipeline  capacity  has  bcei 
lost.  Nor  should  utility  users  of  Southern  California 
be  forced  to  bear  expenses  of  building  a  new  pipeline, 
should  additional  natural  gas  become  available,  because 
existing  pipeline  capacity  was  erroneously  released. 

3.    Econom ic  Impacts 

The  SOHIO  project  promises  to  provide  substantial 
revenue  to  the  City  of  Long  Beach  and  w:.ll  provide 
approximately  100  permanent  jobs  over  a  three  county 
area.  The  additional  oil  will  of  course  be  very 
beneficial  to  the  East  and  Midwest  and  will  greatly 
help  the  national  economy. 

No  such  direct  benefits  accrue  to- the  City  of  Los 
Angeles .  In  fact,  potential  economic  detriment  to  the 
City  can  result  from  the  Sonio  project.  Interwoven 
with  the  adverse  air  quality  aspects,  discussed  below, 
is  the  fact  that  any  environmental  degradation  caused 
by  the  SOHIO  project  could  well  preclude  industrial 
growth   in  Los  Angeles  as  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  has 


the  practical  effect  of  limiting  tho  number  of  new 
projects  which  generate  pollution  in  a  given  area.  Any 
new  industry  seeking  to  locate  in  the  City  of  Los 
Angeles  is  substantially  inhibited  by  EPA  and  ARB  air 
quality  standards. 

"■    Air  Quality 


Emissions  from  tankers,  storage  fa 
generation  of  the  power  required  to  pump 
the  pipeline  could  result  in  substantial  d 
of  air  quality.  These  impacts  should  be  m 
the  fullest  extent  possible.  A  commitmen 
SOHIO  should  be   pursued   as   a 


factor, 
methods 
impacts. 


ell 


that  all 


(the 


are  implemented  to  mitigate  adverse  a: 


gated 
f  natur 

itigati 
practic 

r  quali 


Acti 


eqiiiroci 


Comments  on  the  draft  E.I.R.,  as  previously  noted,  ar 
due  December  20,  1976.  As  was  also  indicated  above,  the  PUt 
failed  to  serve  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  with  the  EIR  when  it  was 
distributed  on  October  10,  1976.  To  protect  the  City's  interest 
we  have  asked  for  additional  time  to  permit  conments  to  be  made 
by  the  City,  should  the  Council  determine  such  action 
appropriate. 

It  is  essential  that  the  City  submit  comments  at  this 
point  in  time.  The  EJR  process  permits  the  broadest  analysis  of 
the  entire  project.  The  City  can  raise  questions  on  all  iPFiirs 
relevant  to  the  City's  interests.  Subsequent  regulatory 
proceedings  will  be  far  narrower  in  scope  and  may  carry  with  then 
an  added  burden  of  proof  on  the  City  not  present  in  the  EIR 
process.  Failure  to  raise  questions  at  this  point  in  time  could 
prejudice  us  if  we  raise  these  issues  in  other  proceedings.  For 
this  reason  comments  should  be  made  to  the  EIR. 

A  federal 
and  response  is  due  J 
provided  on  the  EIS. 
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Eccornnendation 

Because  of  the  magnitude  of  this  project  and  the  City's 
interest,  we  recommend  that  the  City  Attorney,  in  cooperation 
with  any  City  agencies  the  Council  deems  appropriate,  review  the 
EIR  and  EIS  and  submit  necessary  comments  to  appropriate  agencies 
consistent  with  the  following  policy  guidelines: 

1.  The  City  is  not  opposing  the  SOIIIO  project 
but  is  concerned  that  all  necessary  steps  be  taken  to 
protect  the  interests  of  the  City  of  Los  Angel  rr. 
regarding  a  continuation  of  .in  adequate  supply  of 
natural  gas,  economic  growth  and  protection  of  air 
quality; 

2.  As  a  condition  for  approval  of  the  project, 
SOHIO  should  be  committed  to  supply  Southern  California 
with  additional  natural  gas  to  offset  the  adverse 
impacts  on  Southern  California  and  the  residents  of  the 
City; 

3;.  No  undue  ris):  of  inadequate  natural  gas 
pipeline  capacity  should  occur  as  a  rc:;ult  of  Hie 
project;  and 

1.  Any  adverse  air  quality  impacts  should  be 
mitigated  by  appropriate  corrective  measures,  including 
an  increased  supply  of  natural  gas. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

BURT  PINES,  City  Attorney 


LEONARD  SKAIOER 
Deputy  City  Attorney 

LS:gh 

cc:   Honorable  Tom  Bradley,  Mayor 

Mr.  Ken  Spikcr,  Chief  Legislative  Analyst 

Dr.  C.  Erwin  Piper,  City  Administrative  Officer 


CI'   Y    OF     L')S    ANGEl.E 


76-5300 


** 


Your  PUBLIC 

reports  as  follows. 


WORKS 


December    17,    ly76 


A 


Honorable  Tom  Bradley,   Mayor 
City   Attorney    (with  rile),/ 


At   the   meetlnp   of   the   Council  held  December    17,    1976, 
motion  that  recommendation  or  the  City  Attorney  as 
outlined  In  the  attached   Public  Works  Committee  report 
relative  to  the  Sohlo  Oil  Pipeline   Project  was   adopted 


& 


CLty  Cle(„ 


Your  Committee  has  considered  the  report  of  the  City  Attorney 
regarding  the  SOIIIO  Oil  Pipeline  Project,  as  follows. 

The  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  invited  comments  on 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (LIR)  relative  to  this  project  which 
would  have  a  significant  impact  upon  the  City  of  Los  Angeles.   The 
City  Attorney's  office  has  just  found  out  about  the  opportunity  to 
respond  to  the  LIR,  noting  that  comments  are  due  by  December  20, 
1976.   The  City  Attorney  expressed  concerns  that  all  necessary  steps 
be  taken  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  residents  of  the  City  to 
insure  an  adequate  supply  of  natural  gas'and  to  minimize  adverse  air 
quality  impacts. 

Standard  Oil  of  Ohio  (SOHIO)  is  a  large  producer  of  natural  gas  and 
oil  primarily  serving  the  Midwest  and  East.   It  seeks  to  deliver  its 
Alaskan  oil  to  its  Midwestern  and  Eastern  markets  via  tankers  from 
Alaska  to  Long  Beach,  and  then  by  pipeline  from  Long  Beach  through 
California  to  Texas  for  distribution  in  the  Midwest  and  East. 


The  project  will 


essitate  the  construction  of  a  major  Long  Deach 
and  petroleum  storage  tanks.   A  major  portion  of 
the  oil  pipeline  will  consist  of  existing  Southern  California  Gas 
(So  Cal)  and  El  Paso  pipelines  presently  dedicated  to  gas  utility 
service.   If  approved  by  the  PUC,  the  use  of  these  pipelines  to 
transport  natural  gas  to  California  would  be  discontinued,  the 
pipeline  would  be  connected  so  as  to  carry  Alaskan  oil  from  SOHIO's 
Long  Beach  facilities  to  Texas  for  distribution. 


The  City  Attorney  indicates  that  the  SOHIO  project 
significant  impact  on  Los  Angeles  in  the  areas  of  e 
growth  and  air  quality.   Further,  the  SOIIIO  project 
to  gain  additional  natural  gas  for  Southern  Califor 
negat 


ay  have  a 
ergy ,  economic 
can  be  a  means 
ia.   On  the  . 
side,  without  proper  precautions,  the  project  could  result 

icant  limitation  of  economic  growth  in  the  City  of  Los 

Angeles,  loss  of  natural  gas  due  to  inadequate  pipeline  capacity  and 
a  deterioration  of  air  qualitj  in  the  South  Coast  basin. 

The  City  relies  on  natural  gas  for  residential  use,  industrial  use 
and  steam-electric  generation.   A  continuing  deterioration  in 
natural  gas  supply  is  detrimental  to  City  residents  and  the  City  s 
economy . 
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TO  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE 
CITY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


FU«No-        76-5300 


TO  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE 
CITY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


PUDLIC    WORKS 


reporU  as  follows: 


The  City  Attorney  proposes  the  concept  of  a  "trade-off"  whereby 
SOHIO  would  provide  additional  gas  to  the  Southern  California  area 
in  compensation  for  tho  use  of  the  pipelines. 

A  primary  component  of  the  SOHIO  project  is  the  abandonment  of  the 
Southern  California  Gas  pipeline.   It  should  be  determined  that  sue, 
pipeline  is  in  fact  unnecessary.   Further,  utility  users  of  Southerr 
California  should  not  be  forced  to  bear  expenses  of  building  a  new 
pipeline,  if  additional  natural  gas  should  become  available,  because 
existing  pipeline  capacity  was  erroneously  released.   The  SOHIO 
project  promises  to  provide  substantial  revenue  to  the  City  of  Long 
Beach  and  will  provide  approximately  '100  permanent  jobs.   The 
additional  oil  would  be  very  beneficial  to  the  East  and  Midwest  and 
greatly  help  the  national  economy.   However,  no  such  benefits  accrue 
to  the  City  of  Los  Angeles.   In  fact,  potential  economic  and 
environmental  detriment  to  the  City  could  result  from  the  SOHIO 
project.   It  could  well  preclude  industrial  growth  in  Los  Angeles  as 
the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  has  the  practical  effect  of  limiting  the 
number  of  new  projects  which  generate  pollution  in  a  given  area. 

Emissions  from  tankers,  storage  facilities  and  generation  of  the 
power  required  to  pump  oil  through  the  pipeline  could  result  in 
substantia]  deterioration  of  air  quality. 

It  is  essential  that  the  City  submit  its  comments  at  this  point  in 
time  as  the  EIR  process  permits  the  broadest  analysis  of  the  entire 
project,  with  subsequent  regulatorty  proceedings  being  far  narrower 
in  scope  and  carrying  an  added  burden  of  proof  on  the  City  not 
present  in  the  KIR  process.   In  addition,  a  federal  draft  LIS  for 
the  project  has  been  prepared,  with  response  due  by  January  10, 
1977.   Similar  comments  should  also  be  provided  on  the  EIS. 

Your  Committee  has  considered  the  comments  of  the  City  Attorney. 
However,  it  was  felt  that  additional  information  was  necessary  to  be 
presented  because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  project  and  the  City's 
interest  therein.   Dased  on  the  information  available,  the  Committee 
members  could  not  agree  as  to  the  merits  of  the  City  Attorney's 
recommendation  and  has  requested  the  various  departments  and 
agencies  to  present  information  directly  to  the  City  Council,  noting 
the  time  constraints  for  responding  to  the  EIR. 


PUDLIC   WORKS 


reports  as  follows: 


Therefore,  your  Committee  is  presenting  WITHOUT  RECOMMENDATION  the 
recommendation  of  the  City  Attorney  that  the  City  Attorney,  in 
cooperation  with  any  City  agencies  the  Council  deems  appropriate, 
review  the  LIR  and  EIS  for  the  SOHIO  Oil  Pipeline  Project 
(construction  of  a  marine  oil  terminal  at  Long  Beach  and  conversion 
of  an  existing  natural  gas  pipeline  from  TexaB  to  an  oil  pipeline  to 
accommodate  Alaskan  oil)  and  submit  necessary  comments  to 
a  jpropriate  agencies  consistent  witli  the  following  policy 
sidelines: 

1.  The  City  is  not  opposing  the  SOHIO  project  but  is  concerned 
that  all  necessary  3teps  be  taken  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  City  of  Los  Angeles  regarding  a  continuation  of  an  adequate 
supply  of  natural  gas,  economic  growth  and  protection  of  air 
quality; 

2.  As  a  condition  for  approval  of  the  project,  SOHIO  should  be 
committed  to  supply  Southern  California  with  additional  natural 
gas  to  offset  the  adverse  it.ipacts  on  Southern  California  and  tho 
residents  of  the  City; 

3.  Ho   undue  risk  of  inadequate  natural  gas  pipeline  capacity 
should  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project;  and 

U.    Any  adverse  air  quality  impacts  should  be  mitigated  by 
appropriate  corrective  measures,  including  an  increased  supply 
of  natural  gas. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

PUBLIC  WORKS  COMMITTEE 
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Mr.    Tulloss 


Transmitted  herewith    are    the   comments   of  the  City 
of  Los   Angeles   on    the   Draft  Environmental   Impact  Statement 
of    the    U.S.    Department   of.Interior,    Bureau   of   Land 
Management   "Crude   Oil   Transportation   System:       Valdez 
Alaska   to  Midland,    Texas." 

We  hope   these    comments  will  be   useful  in  helping   to 
fulfill    the    important    responsibility  of  environmental 
review  reguest  by   the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

Please   note   that  our  written   comments    submitted 
at    the  hearing  on  January   5,    1977,    were   comments   on    the 
California  EIR.      Those    comments  were   submitted    for  your 
information,    but  we    are   not   requesting   that   the  EIR 
comments  be    reproduced  in    the  EIS. 


ely   yours. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  City  of  Los  Angeles  has  an  immediate  and 
substantial  interest  in  the  proposed  SOHIO  West  Coast  to 
Midland  Pipeline  Project.   The  project  may  have  significant 
impacts  on  the  City  in  the  areas  of  energy,   the  ability 
to  obtain  adequate  supplies  of  natural  gas,  economic  growth, 
and  air  quality.  1/ 

Although  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  is  not  taking 
a  position  on  the  merits  of  the  proposed  SOHIO  project,  we 
believe  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  fully  review  and  comment 
upon  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  <EIS) .   In 
doing  so,  we  are  attempting  to  represent  the  best  interests 
of  the  citizens  of  Los  Angeles  in  assuring  that  should 
the  project  be  approved,  the  most  stringent  controls  will 
be  imposed  and  adverse  energy,  environmental  and  economic 
impacts  mitigated. 

The  City  of  Los  Angeles  is  submitted  the  follow- 
ing comments  which  are  restricted  to  a  preliminary  analysis 
of  the  impact  of  abandonment  of  the  pipelines  and  other 
air  quality  issues.  We  have  not  had  sufficient  time  to 
analyze  other  important  issues  such  as  safety  and  water 
pollution.  Many  of  our  comments  simply  raise  broad  but 
important  unanswered  questions. 
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See  Los  Angeles  City  Council  Report  and  City  Att 
Report,  Attachment  I . 


This  is  not  true.  No  such  application,  to 
knowledge,  is  presently  on  file  ^r  "as  at 
of  the  draft  EIS.  Such  unsupported  and  in 
allegations  serve  to  amply  demonstrate  the 
superficial  and  uninformed  nature  of  the  e 
pipe  line  conversion  discussion . 
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2/     Docket  No 


CP    75-362. 

ase    of   May    17,     1976,    No 


The  Draft  EIS  should  contain  a  thorough  and  exhaus 
discussion  of  this  question.  (The  California  Draft  EIR  for 
this  project  includes  a  detailed  29  page  section  discussing 
the  impacts  of  the  EPNG  abandonment  even  though  no  Californi 
agency  has  jurisdiction  over  EPNG  pipelines.  Draft  EIR, 
supra.  Vol.  3,  pt.l,    $V. ) 

The    current    Draft   EIS    analysis    concludes: 
"The  proposed  conversion  of   a 
30-inch   natural    gas    pipeline,    owned 
by   El    Paso   Gas   Company,    and   presently 
supplying   part  of    the  natural   gas    to 
Southern  California,    would  have 
virtually  no  impact   on    the   gas   supply/ 
demand  status    on   a   present-environment 
basis."       Draft   EIS,    Ch.     3,    at    3-391. 

I  The   assumptions    upon  which   this    conclusion   rests 

are  questionable ,    however,    since    they   assume    relatively    low 
natural   gas    supplies  moving  to  Southern  California. 

First,    it  now   seems  quite  possible   that   there  will 
be    increased  natural   gas   shipments    to  California   by   EPNG  of 
"displaced"    Alaskan  gas,    in   the   event  .that  Alaskan  gas    is 
neither  shipped  to  California  by   LNC   tankers   nor  by    the 
proposed  "western    leg"    pipeline. 

In    the    final   EIS    "Alaska   Natural   Gas    Transportatio 
Systems",    April    1976    (Alaska   EIS),    it   is    noted    that 
approximately   2.25   billion   cubic    feet  per  day  of  Alaskan 
gas  would  be   available    to   the    lower  48   states   when    a 
pipeline   is   built.      Alaska  EIS,    Vol.    1   at    I-B5.      That   Alasxa 
EIS    further  notes    that  Californa   could  receive   a  share   of    th 
gas    indirectly   through    "displaced"    gas    rather   than   directly 
from   a   West   Coast   pipeline: 

"A  possible   alternative  proposed 
by    the    staff   of    the   Federal    Power 
Commission   suggests    that    initially    the 
West  Coast   line   not  be   constructed. 
This   proposal   suggests    that   all    the  Prudhoe 


Bay   gas   be    delivered   into   the  Northern 
Border   system  and  volumes   destined    for 
the  western  United  State  be   delivered 
by   displacement   to  California  through 
existing  unused  capacity  of  both 
El   Paso   and   Transwestern   Pipeline 
Company    systems.      With    this   approach, 
it  could  be    recommended   that    the 
Permian   Basin    reserves,    and   to  some 
extent    the   Hugoton-Anadarko   supplies 
be   diverted   for   use  on    the  West   Coast 
while   equivalent    volumes   of   Alaskan 
natural    gas    are   delivered   to   the  Mid- 
west via  Northern  Border.       It   is   also 
proposed   that    the  Northern  Border 
facilities   be   sized   to  accommodate    the 
initial   gas    volumes   of    2 . 2   billion  cfd 
to  be   produced   from  Prudhoe   Bay."      Alaska 
EIS,    Vol.     1,    at   I-B27. 
The  FPC   staff,    in    its    "Position  Brief  of   the 
Commission   Staff,"      December    7,    1976,    Docket  No.    CP    75-96, 
et.    al.     (FPC  Staff   Report),    recommends    this    "displaced"    gas 
alternative: 

"Staff   supports    the  Arctic  Gas 
project   modified   and   improved  by    the 
elimination  of   the  "western    leg"    lateral 
to  California,    which   has  been   shown   on 
this    record   to  be   high    risk,    uneconomic,- 
unnecessary,    and  environmentally 
unsound."      FPC  Staff   Report   at   2. 
The   Draft  EIS    (for   the  SOHIO  project)     finds    that 
under  assumptions   of    low  gas   production  by  EPNG,    but  with 
added   shipments   of    447   MMCFD   displaced   Alaskan    gas,    there    is 
no  pipeline   capacity   shortage  during    the    inital   phase   of    the 
project.      Draft  EIS   Ch. 3  at    3-394. 
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"A  rather  high  (97  percent)  load 
factor  during  the  first  year  (1981) 
of  pipeline  abandonment  and  Arctic  gas 
shipments."   Ibid. 
Under  assumptions- of  higher  EPNG  production,  the 
Draft  EIS  finds  pipeline  capacity  shortages  from  the  initial 
phase  of  the  project  beginning  in  1983.   Id.  at  3-396.   The 
Draft  EIS  contains  no  estimates  of  pipeline  capacity  if  the 

econd  phase  of  the  project  is  carried  out.    The  EIS  should 
expand  its  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  shipments  of  displaced 
askan  gas,  including  impacts  of  a  second  pipeline  abandon- 
nt  during  the  second  phase  of  the  SOHIO  Project.   Also,  the 
timate  of  447  MMDFD  of  displaced  Alaskan  gas  should  be 
justified  since,  as  the  FPC  Staff  Report  notes: 

".  .  .  the  major  portion  of  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  reserves  has  not  been  con- 
tracted for,  the  identification  and 
extent  of  specific  markets  to  be 
served  is  merely  speculative."   FPC 
Staff  Report  at  35. 
Is  it  not  possible  that  California's  share  of  displaced 
Alaskan  gas  shipped  through  EPNG  lines  could  be  greater  thin 
447  MMCFD,  thereby  resulting  in  pipeline  capacity  shortages 
even  under  low  EPNG  production  conditions  in  the  first  phase 
of  the  SOHIO  project? 

Second,  the  ARB  has  petitioned  the  FPC  for  a -state 
ment  of  policy  allowing  the  use  of  interstate  natural  gas 
pipelines  to  ship  intrastate  gas  during  air  pollution  emergency 
episodes.   Although  the  ARB's  petition  was  denied  without 
prejudice,  related  actions  can  still  be  expected.   What  would 
be  the  effect  on  pipeline  capacity  should  such  efforts 
succeed? 


Third,  as  a  Rand  study  indicates,  proposed 
conversion  of  interstate  natural  gas  pipelines  to  common 
carrier  status  could  result  in  increased  shipments  of 
natural  gas  to  California  through  EPNG  pipelines. 
"Common  carrier  status  for 
interstate  pipelines  appears  to 
offer  two  major  benefits  to 
California,  particularly  if  there 
is  price  deregulation.   First, 
California  1b  likely  to  obtain  more 
gas  from  the  Southwest.   With  common 
carrier  status,  large  industrial 
customers  that  want  to  avoid 
curtailments  could  purchase  gas 
directly  in  the  field.   Since  their 
incentives  to  obtain  gas  are  apt  to  be 
stronger  than  those  of  the  trans- 
mission companies  to  provide  gas  for 
them,  gas  supplies  to  California 
would  increase. "   Rand,  "Energy 
Alternatives  for  California:   Paths 
to  the  Future"  (hereinafter  "Rand 
Study") ,  at  105. 
The  Elb  should  consider  the  impact  of  common  carrier  status 
for  interstate  natural  gas  lines  on  natural  gas  supplies  to 
California.   Consideration  of  the  impact  of  diminished  natur 
gas  pipeline  capacity  from  Phases  I,  II,  and  subsequent 
phases  of  the  proposed  project  in  connection  with  these 
possible  increased  supplies  should  be  in  included  in  the 
EIS. 

In  the  cases  where  a  shortfall  of  natural  gas 
pipeline  is  shown  to  be  possible  from  the  analysis,  an 
estimate  of  the  air  quality  and  other  environmental 
Impacts  of  using  alternative  fuels  for  substitute  for  that 
natural  gas  which  would  be  available  but  for  the  lack  of 
pipeline  capacity  should  be  made  and  discussed  as  an  impact 
of  the  project  in  the  EIS. 
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elude  an  analysis  of  the  range  of  possible  daily  natural 
s  shipments  in  the  study  of  impacts  of  loss  of  pipeline 
capacity. 

In  addition,  the  Draft  EIS  notes  there  is  a 
possibility  that  Elk  Hills  oil  might  be  transported  through 
the  proposed  SOHIO  pipeline  via  an  interconnection  at 
Redlands,  California.   Draft  EIS  Ch.  1  at  1-153.   However, 
e  Draft  EIS  fails  to  consider  what  effect  this  might  have 
the  project  and  its  environmental  impacts.   Would  an  Elk 
lis  connection  interfere  with  projected  SOHIO  throughput 
the  initial  phase  of  the  project?   Would  a  second  phase 
be  proposed  earlier?   Would  an  expansion  beyond  a  second 
phase  be  likely?   The  Draft  EIS  should  address  all  these 
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new  pipeline  would  have  capacity 
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would  have  capacity  to  move  SOHIO  and  Elk  Hills  Oil  while 
having  no  impact  on  gas  pipeline  capacity  to  California. 
This  alternative  and  its  environmental  impacts  should  be 
fully  developed  in  the  EIS  and  compared  with  the  impacts 
of  pipeline  abandonment.  Without  this,  the  EIS  fails  to 
give  the  decision-maker  a  rational  basis  for  choice  between 
the  project  and  its  alternatives. 

I  Finally,  although  the  Draft  EIS  has  a  very  brief 

discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company 
pipeline  abandonment,  as  noted  above,  it  has  no  analysis  of 


impacts  of  abandonment  of  the  Southern  California  Gas 
Company  natural  gas  pipelines  within  California.   The 
EIS  should  contain  a  complete  analysis  of  the  effects  of 
the  project  on  the  pipeline  capacities  of  both  gas  companies. 
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that  non-SOHIO  ships  using  the  proposed  common  carrier 
facility  may  not  have  segregated  ballast  tanks.   Indeed,  a 
SOHIO  study,  "Impact  of  the  SOHIO  Project  on  Air  Emissions  in 
the  Long  Beach  Port  Area,"  August  20,  1976,  indicates  in 
Appendix  1  that  nine  of  the  thirteen  non-SOHIO  tankers  which 
are  anticipated  to  transport  North  Slope  oil  will  have  less 
than  15%  segregated  ballast  capacity. 

The  Draft  EIS  gives  an  estimate  of  emissions  per 

Lp  from  ballasting  operations  at  Ch.  3,  3-120,  but  there  is 
estimate  given  of  the  total  potential  emissions  from 

Hasting  by  non-SOHIO  ships  over  a  period  of  time.   The 
average  daily  emissions  expected  from  ballasting  by  non-SOHIO 
tankers  should  be  given  in  addition  to  a  more  complete  "worst 
day"  analysis. 

Although  SOHIO  ships  will  have  no  in-port  c-oissions 
from  ballasting,  the  Draft  EIS,  Executive  Summary  at  1-7, 
indicates  that  the  four  80,000  dwt  SOHIO  ships  with  only  20% 
segregated  ballast  will  "adjust"  after  leaving  port. 
Presumably,  this  will  result  in  emissions  into  the  South  Coast 

r  Basin.   These  emissions  should  be  discussed  and 
quantified. 

The  Draft  EIS  states  that  ships  will  purge  in 
port  "only  in  emergency  situations."   Draft  EIS,  Ch.4,  at  4-". 
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Apparently,  a   prohibition  on  purging  is  to  be  a 
requirement  of  the  SOHIO  lease  with  the  Port  of  Lonq 
Beach  since,  as  the  Draft  EIS  notes,  there  are  no  current 
state  or  local  restrictions  on  purging.   Draft  EIS, 
Executive  Summary,  at  IV- 10.   Furthermore,  the  State  of 
California  has  no  authority  to  regulate  such  actions  beyond 
the  three-mile  limit.   Whether  California  has  such  powers 
within  state  waters  will  likely  be  determined  by  the  outcome 

of  the  appeal  from  Arco  v.  Evans ,  (1976) F.S. ,  C. 

75-648,  W.Dist.Wash.   In  that  case  a  three-judge  federal 
court  held  Washington  State's  attempt  to  regulate  tanker 
design  and  vessel  traffic  in  conflict  of  federal  law.   The 
State  of  Washinq  on  is  now  appealing  that  decision  to  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

The  contention  that  purging  will  nevertheless  not 
occur  in  port  or  anywhere  near  the  terminal  facility 
raises  some  basic  questions.   First,  if  the  restriction 
is  to  be  contractual,  how  is  it  to  be  enforced?  What 
would  be  the  penalty  for  non-compliance  by  SOHIO?  What 
about  non-SOHIO  ships?  What  will  be  the  inspection 
system  by  which  compliance  is  monitored?  How  easily 
would  violations  be  observed? 

Second,  what  is  meant  by  "anywhere  near  the  marine 
terminal?"   As  the  Draft  EIS  indicates:   "Pollutants 
released  along  sea  lanes  in  coastal  waters  affect  local  air 
quality.   The  pollutants  are  diluted  and  dispersed  as 
they  move  onshore."   Draft  EIS,  Ch.2,  Vol.1,  at  2-259. 
Will  ships  purge  off  Palos  Verdes?  Will  they  purge  off 
Santa  Monica?  Off  Malibu?  The  Draft  EIS  should  specify 
where  ships  will  purge,  and  if  any  purging  is  to  occur 
anywhere  near  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin,  it  should  include 
estimates  of  the  expected  emissions  which  will  reach  the 
Air  Basin  based  upon  air  trajectory  and  dispersal  patterns 
of  such  emissions. 

Third,  the  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  four  80,000 
dwt  SOHIO  tankers  will  not  have  inert  gas  systems.   Draft 
EIS,  Executive  Summary  at  1-7.   Must  these  ships  purge  in 


15|in  port  as  a  safety  precaution? 

I  The  Draft  EIS  is  ambiguous  as  to  whether  all  ships 

or  only  SOHIO  ships  will  be  prohibited  from  purging  in  port. 
If  some  tankers  may  purge  in  port,  estimates  of  the  total 
potential  emissions  on  a  daily  or  other  periodic  basis  from  , 
that  activity  should  be  given. 

Finally,  estimates  of  emissions  from  ballasting, 
I  purging,  and  all  other  tanker  operations  should  also  be  given 
for  the  second  phase  of  the  project,  any  additional  potential 
phases  of  the  project,  so  that  an  overall  view  of  the  possible 
impacts  can  be  foreseen. 

B.   Impacts  of  an  Additional  200,000  Barrels  Per  Day  of 
Oil  in  Southern  California 
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Draft  EIS: 
"A  minimum  of  200,000   barrels 
per  day  of  crude  supply  from  the 
proposed  project  could  be  siphoned  ol 
at  an  inland  storage  terminal  near 
Long  Beach  and  distributed  to  Los 
Angeles  area  refineries  for  use  in 
West  Coast  markets."   Draft  EIS,  Exe< 
Summary,  at  1-1  -  1-2. 
The  Draft  EIS,  however,  fails  to  discuss  I 
environmental  effects  of  refining,  distributing,  ant 
this  oil  in  the  Los  Angeles  area. 

If  SOHIO  is  proposing  to  bring  an  additior 
barrels  per  day  of  oil  into  Los  Angeles  over  present 
then  the  Draft  EIS  must  consider  the  environmental  j 
that  action  and  alternatives  to  it.   In  terms  of  ail 
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These  emissions  should  be  compared  with 
following  alternatives: 

(1)   no  200,000  barrel  per  day  growth  in  demand 
for  oil  through  energy  conservation  measun 
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The  FEA  Draft  Report  "North  Slope  Crude:   Where 
"  4/  {hereafter  FEA  Report)  also  notes  that  there  i 
ncentive  for  North  Slope  producers  to  market  their 
the  West  Coast,  thereby  saving  transportation  costs: 

"In  summary,  the  marketing  and 
refining  patterns  of  the  major  North 
Slope  producers  will  tend  to  facilitate 
the  development  of  more  aggressive 
West  Coast  marketing  on  the  part  of 
the  two  firms  that  presently  have 
West  Coast  marketing  capacity  (ARCO 
and  EXXON).   The  marketing  will  be, 
however,  of  a  high  volume,  low  overhead 
nature  operating  through  fewer  and 
fewer  retail  outlets. 

•In  the  case  of  SOHIO,  the  cost 
of  transporting  crude  to  the  East 
Coast  will  facilitate  the  development 
of  exchange  agreements  with  West 
Coast  partners  (most  likely  SOCAL)  5/ 
to  reduce  to  a  minimum  the  amount  of 
crude  flowing  East. 

"It  is  to  the  full  advantage  of 
all  North  Slope  producers  to  market  as 
much  crude  on  the  West  Coast  as  possible, 
reducing  the  amount  of  North  Slope  surplus 
that  has  to  be  moved  East.   The  major 


4/  "An  Analysis  of  the  alternatives  Available  for  the 

Transportation  and  Disposition  of  Alaskan  North  Slope-Crude" 
October  18,  1976. 

5/  Standard  Oil  of  California 
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North  Slope  participants  are  expected 
to  fully  exploit  this  advantage."   FEA 
Report  at  p. 175 . 
The  PEA  Report's  analysis  as  well  as  the  statement 
in  the  Draft  EIS  that  a  "minimum  of  200,000  barrels  per  day" 
could  be  consumed  in  Los  Angeles  raises  the  obvious  question 
of  what  the  maximum  consumption  in  Los  Angel-ss  might  be.   As 
the  Draft  EIS  notes  in  the  Executive  Summary  at  VIII-3,  one 
possible  alternative  to  the  proposed  pipeline  is  consumption 
of  all  the  North  Slope  oil  on  the  West  Coast.   The 
environmental  impacts  of  any  increased  consumption  of  North 
Slope  oil  in  Los  Angeles  beyond  the  200,000  barrels  per  day 
figure  should  be  fully  discussed. 

Oil  Refining  in  Los  Angeles: 


Possible  Increase 


The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  discuss  the  environmental 
impact  of  refining  an  additional  200,000  barrels  per  day  or 
more  of  Alaskan  crude  in  Los  Angeles.   At  Draft  EIS,  Ch.  3, 
p. 3-111,  it  is  asserted  that  the  project  will  "result  in  no 
net  change  in  refinery  throughput . "   The  FEA  Report  notes , 
however,  that  expensive  refinery  conversion  and  expansion 
will  be  necessary  to  refine  Alaskan  crudet 

"Estimates  of  the  costs  of 
converting  refineries  which  were 
specifically  designed  and  constructed 
to  utilize  low  sulfur,  light  crudes 
to  utilize  heavy,  high  sulfur  North 
Slope  crude  vary  from  refinery  to 
refinery.   SOHIO  spokesmen  have 
estimated  the  capital  investment  cost 
range  to  be  between  1,200  and  S3, 000 
per  daily  barrel,  depending  on  the 
size  of  the  refinery.   In  testimony 
before  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
SOHIO's  representative  stated: 

'To  place  that  in  perspective,  a 
new  refinery  to  process  low  sulfur  oil 
might  cost  $2,000  a  daily  barrel. 
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so  that  cost  of  conversion  to  a  sour 
crude  facility  would  probably  exceed 
the  cost  of  building  a  new  refinery 
to  process  low  sulfur  crude  oil  .  .  . 
Host  of  the  refineries  have  been 
constructed  at  a  cost  of  $1,000  per 
daily  barrel  and  the  cost  of  converting 
that  today  may  be  two  or  three  time 
what  the  cost  of  the  construction  of 
that  refinery  initially  may  have  been.*" 
FEA  Report,  supra,  at  p. 63. 

Although  the  SOHIO  sta 
may  be  more  expensive  to  conv 
build  new  ones  for  low-sulfur 
more  cost  effective  to  build 
sulfur  Alaskan  crude  than  con 

The  FEA  Report  also  projects  that  the  largest 
refiner  of  North  Slope  crude  in  Los  Angeles  will  be 
Standard  Oil  of  California  (SOCAL) ,  which  will  increase 
its  refining  capacity  by  170,000  barrels  per  day  at  its 
El  Segundo  refinery.   PEA  Report  at  p. 125. 

Finally,  the  FEA  Report  states  that  SOCAL  has  plans 
for  expanding  refinerv  caoacity  for  North  Slope  Oil 
even  though  it  has  onlv  a  fractional  share  of  North 
Slope  crude  supplies  while  SOHIO  has  no  refinery  capacity 
on  the  West  Coast.   It  concludes: 

"SOHIO  gives  no  evidence  of 
contemplating  marketing  entry  on 
the  West  Coast  and  in  fact  seems  to  be 
concentrating  its  efforts  on  its  new 
market ina  outlets  under  the  British 
Petroleum  Corporation  flag  on  the 
Eastern  seaboard.   However .  the 
availability  of  larae  amounts  of 
SOHIO  crude  on  the  West  Coast  creates 
a  friendly  climate  for  the  possibility  . 
of  either  long  term  or  short  term 


al  Capacity 


exchange  agreements  between  SOCAL 
and  SOHIO  for  North  Slope  crude.   The 
advantage  of  an  agreement  of  this 
nature  is  apparent  to  both  parties. 
SOCAL  obtains  a  secure  crude  source 
for  its  new  refinery  capacity  in 
California,  while  SOHIO  is  not 
required  to  pay  the  additional 
transportation  charges  associated  with 
moving  the  crude  east.   If  SOHIO  could 
arrange  exchanges  on  the  East  Coast 
from  SOCAL,  the  arrangement  would  be 
mutually  advantageous."   FEA  Report  at 
p. 175. 
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Even  if  the  200,000   barrels  per  day  of  oil  will 
increase  existing  supply  but  will  rather  substitute 
for  oil  currently  being  supplied  from  other  sources, 
the  EIS  must  still  identify  and  discuss  any 
differential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  use' 
of  Alaskan  oil.   What  would  be  the  impacts  of  substitut 
North  Slope  crude  for  oils  currently  received  which  are 
lower  in  sulfur  content?  What  would  be  the  impacts  if 
North  Slope  crude  substitutes  for  oil  which  is  refined 
before  it  reaches  Southern  California? 


The  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  SOHIO  plans  to  imp 
700,000  barrels  per  day  of  crude  oil  from  the  North 
Slope  of  Alaska  to  the  Long  Beach  terminal.   However, 
the  Draft  EIS  indicates  that,  as  a  common  carrier,  the 
marine  terminal  will  also  receive  non-North  Slope  oil: 
"The  applicants  proposal  for 
establishment  of  a  crude  oil  trans- 
portation system  is  not  limited  to 
the  transportation  of  Alaskan  Prudhoe 
Bay  production  but  also  considers 
the  transportation  of  crude  oil  from 
other  West  Coast  sources:   Southern 
California  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
reserves,  California  State-owned 
tidelands,  the  Elk  Hills  National 
Petroleum  Reserve  in  Central  California." 
Draft  EIS,  Executive  Summary,  at  1-32  - 
1-36. 

The  storage  capacity  at  the  terminal  is  to  be 
3,690,000  barrels,  and  the  terminal  to  Hynes  facility 
pumping  capacity  is  to  be  1,400,000  barrels  per  day. 
Therefore,  the  limiting  factor  on  volume  of  oil 
handled  by  SOHIO  is  the  size  of  the  pipelines  from 
Hynes  to  the  Los  Angeles  refineries  (200,000  barrels 
per  day)  and  from  Hynes  to  Midland,  Texas  (500,000 
barrels  per  day).   Port  of  Long  Beach,  et  al. ,      Draft 
EIR,  "SOHIO  West  Coast  to  Mid-Continent  Pipeline  Proje 
Volume  I,  Pt.  1,  at  C-  2. 

These  facts  raise  the  following  questions : 

"What  is  the  estimate  of  oil  reaching  the 
terminal  from  non-SOHIO  importers? 
How  will  additional  non-SOHIO  oil  be 
accommodated,  given  the  700,000  barrel 
26    I  throughput  capacity  out  of  the  Hynes 
:ility? 
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What  volumes  of  non-North  Slope  oil,  e.g., 

California  O.C.S.,  tidelands,  Elk  Hills, 

foreign  and  other  oil,  will  be  handled  by 

the  project? 

Why  is  the  capacity  of  the  terminal  to  Hynes 

link  double  the  capacity  of  the  project  out 

of  the  Hynes  f.  cility? 

If  Phase  2  is  never  built,  are  there  alternative 

ways  the  terminal  could  be  used  at  full  capacity? 

What  are  these  alternatives? 

To  what  extent  can  the  Los  Angeles  refineries 

pipeline  connection  be  expanded  beyond  200,000 

barrels  per  day,  thereby  raising  the  throughput 

capacity  of  the  project? 

2.   Phase  2: 


The  Draft  EIS  states: 

"The  SOHIO  Transportation  Company 
of  California  has  indicated  the  possi- 
bility of  a  second  phase  for  the  project 
which  would  involve  abandonment  of  a 
second  30  inch  natural  gas  pipeline 
currently  in  use.   If  and  when  such  an 
expansion  need  occurred,  it  could  be 
accomplished  by  adding  additional 
pump  stations  and  making  pipeline 
alterations  to  tie-in  the  second  natural 
gas  line,  creatine  capability  for  an 
increase  in  throughput  capacity. " 
Draft  EIS,  Executive  Summary  at  1-38. 

The  Draft  EIR,  supra,  was  less  discrete  about 
Llity  that  SOHIO  would  push  for  a  second  phase; 
"California  should  be  aware  of  the 
impetus  which  will  likely  exist  for 
an  expansion  of  the  SOHIO  project. 
Given  the  projection  of  continued  PADD 
versus  crude  surpluses  above  the  initial 
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project  capacity  and  the  economies 
involved  in  the  expansion  of  an  existing 
pipeline  versus  construction  of  a  new 
line,  it  is  likely  that  SOHIO  would 
strongly  urge  for  an  enlargement  of  its 
own  crude  line  rather  than  allow  the 
surplus  crude  to  be  evacuated  by  a 
second  eastward  crude  pipeline  or  by  one 
of  the  proposed  tanker  routes."   Draft 
EIR,  Executive  Summary,  at  p.  8C-81. 


We  recognize  tha 
would  be  necessary  before 
Nevertheless,  such  an .expa 
part  of  the  project  in  vie 


additional  environmental  studi 
second  phase  could  be  approved 
sion  appears  to  be  an  integral 
of  the  fact  that  all  of  the  ne 


pipelines  to  be  built  during  the  initial  phase  will  have  at 
least  1,000,000  barrels  per  day  capacity,  anticipating  a 
second  phase  expansion.   In  addition,  SOHIO's  projections 
show  a  surplus  of  approximately  800,000  barrels  of  oil  per 
day  on  the  West  Ccast  by  1982,  indicating  a  need  for 
[expansion  at  that  time.   Draft  EIS,  Executive  Summary,  at 

1-4.   We,  therefore,  conclude  that  a  fairly  detailed  and 
[complete  analysis  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  a  second 
I  phase  is  appropriate  at  this  time,  and  should  appear  in  the 

Ieis. 


3.      Further  Pfoje 


{  --i-\ 


ion  Beyond  a  Second  Phase: 


expansion  is  being  considered 
s  about  the  ultimate  size'of 


That  a  second  ph 
raises  the  following  quest 
the  terminal  and  pipeline: 

(1)  |What  is  the  initial  capacity  of  the 

32  I  Long  Beach  terminal? 

(2)  iwhat  will  be  the  final  capacity  of  this 

33  I  terminal? 
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34<3'  |  What  additional  phases  are  being  consider 

(4)  IWhat  are  the  ultimate  plans  of  SOHIO  and 
35    |  the  Port  of  Long  Beach? 


stated  that  "we 
principle  as  a  m 

California  that 


4.   Pla 


for  Other  Long  Beach  Oil  Terminal  Facilities: 


for  oil  super 
Long  Beach  as 


the  first  super-ports 
,  it  may  establish 
oil  terminal  projects. 


project  would  be  one  o 

tankers.   If  it  is  buil 

a  focal  point  for  other 
The  cumulative  environmental  impacts  of  various  oil 
terminal  projects  could  be  substantial.   For  examples,  the 
Draft  EIS  for  the  Proposed  General  Plan,  1975,  of  the  Port 
of  Long  Beach  indicates  at  Vol.  1,  p.  B-16  that  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  oil  tanker  operations  could  rise  from  18  tons 
per  day  in  1975  to  54  tons  per  day  in  the  year  2000  under 
the  proposed  plan.   At  that  time,  hydrocarbon  emissions 
from  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  would  constitute  5%  of  total 
South  Coast  Air  Basin  emissions.   Id. 

The  Draft  EIS  should  include  a  description  of 
Long  Beach's  overall  oil  terminal,  storage  and  transportation 
plans   and  their  environmental  impacts,  and  a  discussion  of 
how  this  project  is  related  to  or  may  facilitate  other 
|  plans  and  proposals. 

D.  Lack  of  Data  Necessary  For  Analysis  of 
"Trade-Offs"  For  Air  Pollution  Impacts 
of  the  Project 

In  testimony  at  the  public  hearing  of  December  6, 
1976,  on  the  Draft  EIR,  Mr.  Robert  L.  Schaadt,  Vice 
President  of  SOHIO  Transportation  Company,  indicated 
that  he  was  cognizant  of  the  concept  of  " trading-of f " 
emissions  from  the  project  by  eliminating  or  reducing  emission 
from  other  sources.   Such  trade-offs  are  required  if  any  new 
source  capable  of  emitting  substantial  amounts  of  air 
contaminants  is  to  be  permitted,  under  New  Source  Review  rules 
to  be  constructed  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin.   Mr.  Schaadt 


totally  dedicated  to  the  trade-off 
s  of  assuring  the  people  of  Southern 
increase  in  emissions  will  occur  because 
of  our  project."   Reporter's  Transcript  at  p.  312. 
In  discussing  the  use  of  trade-offs,  Mr. 
Schaadt  said  the  following: 

"We  believe  that  the  intro- 
duction of  the  modern  U.S.  Alaskan 
tanker  fleet  will  by  itself  reduce 
emissions  in  the  L.A.  Basin  as  calls 
by  foreign  flagg  tankers  are  able  to  be 
substantially  reduced. 

"Beyond  the  emission  reductions 
achieved  by  the  new  tankers,  we 
indicated  to  the  preparers  of  the  EIR 
that  as  an  example  of  a  potential  trade- 
off they  might  use  they  Hynes  tank 
farm  in  preparing  the  EIR  document. 

"We  emphasized  that  the  inclusion 
of  this  facility  was  tentative  and 
dependant  upon  negotiations  with  the 
present  owner. 

"This,  I  believe  is  made  clear 
in  the  EIR  document.   There  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  discussion 
about  what  the  actual  emission 
values  will  be  from  our  proposed 
project.   This  issue  is  receiving 
attention  by  SOHIO,  various 
consultants  and  the  appropriate 
agencies. 

*"Once  these  final  numbers  have 
been  obtained  and  agreed  upon  by 
the  appropriate  agencies,  we  are 
prepared  to  obtain  the  required 
trade-offs. 
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"Results  from  our  research  and 
Investment  in  developing  trade-off 
potential  has  been  encouraging.   However, 
we  are  hesitant  to  make  known  at  this 
time  the  specific  sites  and  procedures 
we  intend  to  use  to  accomplish  further 
trade-off  values. 

■The  reason  for  this  hesitancy  is 
the  fact  that  there  are  no  clear  official 
procedures  in  the  State  of  California  whereby 
an  applicant  for  a  project  can  be  assured 
that  if  he  obtains  trade-offs  he  will  receive 
appropriate  credit  for  them. 

"Accordingly,  until  such  time  as  we 
k,now  what  the  rules  will  be  regarding  trade- 
offs, until  we  can  have  some  assurance  that 
the  regulations  will  not  be  changed  immediate- 
ly after  announcing  what  those  trade-offs 
might  be,  we  hesitate  to  indicate  the 
potential  trade-off  sources  we  will  use." 
Reporter's  Transcript  pp. 310-311. 

As  Mr.  Schaadt's  statement  indicates,  SOHIO  in- 
tends to  claim  trade-offs  from  an  improved  tanker  fleet 
as  well  as  other  reductions  such  as  the  Hynes  facility, 
but  SOHIO  is  not  willing  to  disclose  "specific  sites 
and  procedures"  or  other  hard  data  on  possible  trade- 
offs at  this  time. 

SOHIO* s  expectation  that  the  EIS  process  mandated 
by  N.E.P.A.  can  proceed  without  data  on  trade-off  is 
incorrect.   Sepcific  and  detailed  date  on  air  oollution 
trade-offs  for  the  oroiect  are  necessary  to  determine  what 
the  ultimate  air  quality  impact  will  be.   The  failure  to 
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provide  this  information  frustrates  the  public  comments 
on  the  project  as  N.E.P.A.  intends.   Indeed,  the  recently 
released  California  Air  Resources  Board  (A.R.B.)  report  6/ 
notes  the  A.R.B.  cannot  fullv  evaluate  SOHIO' s  proposal 
until  specific  trade-off  proposals  arc  disclosed.   Without 
this  data,  the  Draft  EIS  is  fatally  inadequate. 

Review  of  the  Droiect  under  N.E.P.A.  cannot  legally 
proceed  until  specific  trade-off  proposals  are  disclosed 
in  an  addendum  to  the  Draft  EIS.  and  an  opportunity  for 
comments  concerning  such  trade-offs  is  provided. 

An  addendum  should  be  prepared  including  detailed 
estimates  of  the  proposed  trade-offs  for: 
(1)   tanker  emissions; 
terminal  emission; 
storage  tank  emissions; 
pipeline  emissions; 
emissions  created  as  a  result 
of  electricity  generated  for 
the  project;  and 
any  other  emission  created  by 
the  project,  such  as  emissions 
created  during  construction. 
Any  analysis  of  trade-offs  must  include  data  on  existing 
emission  from  facilities  being  utilized  for  trade-offs. 
as  well  as  detailed  projection"  on  »-he  "mount  of  n"w 
emissions.   The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  provide  this  information. 
If  the  closure  of  old  tanks  at  the  Hynes  facility 
ere  to  be  used  as  a  trade-off  for  construction  of  new 
torage  tanks,  the  following  issues  would  have  to  be 
addressed: 

(1)   What  emissions  will  result  from  the  new 
facilities? 


(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 


(6) 


6/   "Preliminary  Analysis  of  the  Proposed  SOHIO  Marine 

Terminal  at  the  Port  of  Long  Beach"  December  7,  1976, 
SS-76-035. 
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(2)   What  are  the  current  total 
APCD  rules  and  regulations? 

If  SOHIO  purchases  the  Hynes  facility  from 
ARCO,  what  will  ARCO  do  with  the  petroleum 
being  stored  at  Hynes? 
E.   Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Construction 

The  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  approximately  2.6 
illion  tons  of  quarry  rock  will  be  barged  from  Catalina 
sland  to  construct  a  new  breakwater  south  of  Pier  J. 
raft  EIS,  Ch.  1,  at  1-29.   However,  the  air  quality 
npacts  of  such  a  barging  operation  appear  to  have  been 
flitted  from  the  environmental  impacts  discussion  of  the 
raft  EIS.   This  omission  should  be  corrected. 


IV.   MITIGATION  MEASURES 

We  propose  that  should  the  project,  be  approved,  the 
following  mitigation  measures  be  imposed  as  conditions  of 
approval  to  the  fullest  extent  possible: 

Acquisition  of  additional  gas  supplies 

mitigate  the  adverse  air  quality  impacts 
of  the  project.   The  Draft  EIS  mentions 
the  possibility  of  refining  surplus  crude 
and  making  it  available  as  synthetic  natural 

{SNG) .   Draft  EIS,  Ch.  4,  at  4-12. 
Whether  this  particular  proposal  would  be  an 
attractive  mitigation  measure  depends  upon 
the  environmental  impacts  of  making  SNG, 
which  the  Draft  EIS  fails  to  discuss. 
However,  in  general,  acquisition  of 

reased  supplies  of  natural  gas  would  be 
especially  promising  mitigation  measures 
which  could  do  much  to  ease  concerns  about 
the  potential  air  quality  impacts  from 
the  project.   This  proposed  mitigation 
measure  deserves  serious  attention  and 
should  be  discussed  in  the  EIS. 

We  are  cognizant  o^  th*  fact  that 
SOHIO  contends  they  cannot  supply  natural 
gas  to  California  because  they  have  granted 
all  purchase  riahts  to  their  natural  gas 
reserves  to  Columbia  Gas  Transmission 
Corporation.   No  information  has  been 

ided  in  the  Draft  EIS  to  provide  the 
s  for  an  analysis  of  the  firmness  of 
that  commitment,  however. 

In  any  case,  alternative  methods  of 
requiring  a  commitment  of  natural  gas, 

ither  bv  SOHIO  or  non-SOHIO  users  of 
the  terminal,  should  be  explored  prior 
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approval  of  the  project.   For  example, 
EXXON  has  stated  that  they  "have  entered 
into  technical  discussions  with  SOHIO  re- 
garding possible  participation  in,  and 
oil  shipment  through  the  proposed  crude 
oil  pipeline  across  the  Southwestern 
United  States."  7/   This  statement  leads 
us  to  query  whether  assurances  of  supplies 
of  natural  gas  from  EXXON  could  be  made  a 
condition  of  approval  of  the  project.   Other 
such  mitigation  measures  must  be  explored. 
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Location  of  oil  storage  tanks  outside  the 
South  Coast  Air  Basin.   The  Rand  Study,   , 

ra,  mentions  the  possibility  of  locatin 
storage  facilities  outside  the  Air 

in  as  a  way  to  minimize  air  pollution 
impacts.   Rand  Study  at  49-50.   The  EIS 
should  discuss  the  feasibility  of  such  a 
mitigation  measure. 


I  Use  of  bes 
aspects  of 
vironmenta 


available  techn 
the  project  to  m 
impacts. 


.logy 


all 


Adoption  of  stringent  tanker  operation 
rules  and  regulations  by  the  Port  of 
Long  Beach,  the  Coast  Guard,  or  other 
appropriate  governmental  agencies.   These 
rules  and  regulations  should  be  designed 
to  minimize  environmental  impacts  in  the 
South  Coast  Air  Basin  from  purging,  bal- 
lasting, venting,  use  of  high  sulfur  fuel, 
and  other  tanker  operations. 


alia 


t    p 


ide  vapor  recovery  syste 
on  from   purging  and  bal- 
s.   If  ships  without  inert 
thout  sufficient  segregated 
ies  are  to  call  at  the  termi 


tion 
to  prevent  emis 
lasting  operati 
gas  systems  or  ' 
ballast  caoabil 
then  the  EIS  should  discuss  the  feasibility 
of  land-based  emission  control  systems  similar 
to  vapor  recovery  systems  currently  used  in 
other  oil  transporation  operations. 


7/  Statement  by  C. R.  Setter,  Senior  Vice  President, 
EXXON  Company,  before  the  U.S.  Senate  Interior  and 
Affairs  and  Commerce  Committees ,  December  7,  1976. 


V.   LEGAL  ANALYSIS 

A.   General  Requirements  for  a  Legally  Adequate  EIS 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
(NEPA)',  42  U.S.C.  S4321,  et.seg. ,  establishes  a  national 
environmental  policy  whereby  it  is  the  continuing  respon- 
sibility of  all  federal  agencies  to  usr  "all  practicable 
means  and  measures  ...  to  create  and  maintain  conditions 
under  which  man  and  nature  can  exist  in  productive  harmony. 
In  order  to  implement  that  policy,  the  Act  contains 
important  procedural  requirements  which  are  designed  to 
ensure  that  all  federal  agencies  give  full  consideration 
to  environmental  values  in  their  decision-making  processes. 

B.   The  Duty  to  Consider  Environmental  Factors 

Section  102(2)  (B)  requires  all  agencies  of  the 
federal  government  to: 

"...  identify  and  develop 
methods  and  procedures  .  .  .  which 
will  insure  that  presently  unquan- 
tified  environmental  amenities  and 
values  may  be  given  appropriate 
consideration  in  decision  making 
along  with  economic  and  technical 
consideration."   42  U.S.C.  $4332(2} 
(B).   (Emphasis  added.) 


fedei 

ii)jpa< 


"NEPA's 
al  agertc 


ucti 


tha 


all 


comply  with  the 
t  statement  requirement — and 
with  all  the  other  requirements  of 
S102--'to  the  fullest  extent  possible." 
42  U.S.C.  S4332,  is  neither  accidental 
nor  hyperbolic.   Rather,  the  phrase 
is  a  deliberate  command  that  the 
duty  NEPA  imposes  upon  the  agencies 
to  consider  environmental  factors 
not  be  shunted  aside  in  the  bureau- 
cratic shuffle."   Flint  Ridge  Development 
v.  Scenic  Rivers  Assoc,  (1976) 

U.S.    902,    49    L.Ed   2d   205,    96    S.Ct. 


Co. 


To  implement  this 
5102(2)  (C)  requir 
all  federal  agenc 
Impact  statement 


uty   to  consider  environmental    factors, 
that   "to   the  fullest  extent  possible" 

s   must  prepare   a  detailed  environmental 
connection  with   "major    federal    actions 


significantly   affecting    the  quality  of   the   human   environ- 
ment."     42  U.S.C.    $4332(2) (C).      As    the   Supreme  Court   stated: 


NEPA  sets  forth  stringent  requirements  with 
contents  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
4332(2) (C)    requires    all    agencies  of   the   Federa 

"Include   in  every   recommendation 
or   report   on   proposals    for    legis- 
lation and  other  major   Federal    actions 
significantly   affecting    the  quality 
of  the  human  environment,    a  detailed 
statement  by   the    responsible 
official    on- 

(i)    the  environmental    impact   of 
the   proposed  action, 
(ii)    any   adverse   envi  ronmental 
effects  which   cannot  be 
avoided  should  the  proposal 
be    implemented, 
(iii)    alternatives    to   the   proposed 
action,    the    relationship 
between    local   short    term  uses 
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of  nan**  environment  and  the 
maintenance  and  enchantment 
of  long  term  productivity,  and 
(iv)  any  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitments  of  resources  which 
would  be  involved  in  the  proposed 
action  should  it  be  implemented. 

Council  of  Environmental  Quality  Guidelines  further 
provide  that  the  statement  must  consider  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  proposed  agency  actions.   40  C.F.R.  $1500. 6(a) 
(1). 

Prior  to  making  a  detailed  statement,  moreover, 
a  federal  agency  must  consult  with  and  obtain  the  comments 
of  other  federal  agencies  affected  by  the  action.   Once 
a  draft  impact  statement  is  prepared,  it  must  be  circulated 
to  all  appropriate  federal ,  state  and  local  agencies  for 
review  and  comment.   All  comments  must  be  incorporated  into 
a  final  statement  which  is  then  to  "accompany  the  proposal 
through  the  existing  agency  review  processes."   42  U.S.C. 
$4332(2) (C).   Section  120(2) (C)  is  NEPA's  most  important 
procedural  requirement  in  that  it  compels  the  development 
of  a  record  from  which  it  can  be  determined  whether 
environmental  factors  have  in  fact  been  considered  in  the 
agency  decision-making  process. 

~N£PA  case  law  firmly  establishes  the  importance 
of  the  duty,  embodied  in  $102(2) (C),  to  consider  environ- 
mental factors  in  agency  review  processes.   In  Calvert 
Cliffs'  Coordinating  Committee  v.  United  States  AEC ,  449, 
F.2d  1109  (D.C.  Cir. ,  1971),  that  duty  was  given  its 
definitive  judicial  gloss.   Reviewing  AEC  hearing  board 
guidelines  that  did  not  require  hearing  officers  to  consider 
environmental  factors  in  licensing  nuclear  facilities. 


Judge  J.  Skelly  Wright  ruled  that  the  purpose  of  $102(2) 
(c)  was  to  require  agencies  to  consider  environmental 
values: 

"The  question  here  is  .  .  . 
whether  it  is  enough  that 
environmental  data  and  evaluations 
merely  "accompany"  an  application 
through  the  review  process,  but 
review  no  consideration  whatsoever 
from  the  hearing  board. 

"We  believe  that  the 
Commission's  crabbed  interpretation 
of  NEPA  makes  a  mockery  of  the 
Act.   What  possible  purpose  could 
there  be  in  that  $102(2) (C)  require- 
ment (that  the  'detailed  statement' 
accompany  proposals  through  agency 
review  processes)  if  'accompany' 
means  no  more  than  the  ohvsical 
act  of  passing  certain  folders  and 
papers ,  unopened  to  reviewing 
officials  along  with  other  folders 
and  papers?  .  .  .   The  word 
'accompany'  in  $102(2) (C) 
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be 
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so 
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Calvert  Cliffs 


at  1117,  1118. 
which  is  regarded  as 


the  leading  ca 


the  duty  to  consider  environmental  factors  in  agency 
decision  making,  establishes  that  compliance  with  $  102(2) (C) 
must  "amount  to  full  good  faith  consideration  of  the 
environment"  and  "if  a  decision  is  reached  without 
consideration  of  environmental  factors  -  conducted  fully 
and  in  good  faith  -  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  courts 
to  reverse."   449  F.  2d  at  1113,  1115. 

CEQ  guidelines  intcrpretina  NEPA  also  confirm  the 
duty  of  all  federal  aaencies  to  consider  environmental 
factors  in  agency  decision  making.  The  guidelines  require 
agencies  "to  build  into  their  decision-making  process, 
beginning  at  the  earliest  possible  point,  an  appropriate 
and  careful  consideration  of  the  environmental  aspects 
of  proposed  action  in  order  that  adverse  environmental 
effects  may  be  avoided  or  minimized  and  environmental 
quality  previously  lost  may  be  restored."   40  C.F.R. 
$  1500.1(a).   (Emphasis  supplied.)   CEQ  policy  with  respect 
to  environmental  impact  statements  is  that  all  federal 
agencies  shall: 

(1)  Provide  for  circulation  of  draft 
environmental  statements  to  other 

ederal ,  tate  and  local  aaencies 
and  for  their  availability  to  the 
public  in  accordance  withthe  pro- 
visions of  these  guidelines; 

(2)  Consider  the  comments  of  the 
agencies  and  the  public; 

(3)  Issue  final  environmental  impact 
statements  responsive  to  the 
comments  received.   40  C.F.R 

$  1500.2(b) . 

CEQ  guidelines ,  in  short ,  mandate  all  federal  agencies ,  in 
the  preparation  and  circulation  of  environmental  impact 
statements,  to  identify  and  discuss  all  existing  opinions  on 
the  environmental  effects  of  proposed  administrative  action, 
to  consider  those  opinions  and  to  have  those  opinions 


accompany  the  agency  proposal  through  its  existing  review 
processes. 

C.   The  Standard  of  Strict  Compliance 

Judicial  interpretation  of  NEPA  has  firmlv  established 
that  its  procedural  reauirements  "are  not  highly  flexible," 
but  rather  "establish  a  strict  standard  of  compliance." 
Calvert  Cliffs,  supra,  at  1112.   The  Calvert  Cliffs  case, 
in  a  holding  adopted  by  courts  too  numerous 
(see,  e.g. ,  National  Helium  Corp.  v.  Morton, 
(10th  Cir.  1971);  Daly  v.  Volpe,  350 


o  mention 
455  F.2d  650 
Supp.  252  (W.D.  Wash, 
dard  for  compliance 


1972)),  established  a  rigorous 
with  $  102(2}  (C)  : 

"Of  course,  all  of  the  $102  duties  are 
qualified  by  the  phrase  ' to  the  fullest  extent 
possible. '   We  must  stress  as  forcefully  as 
possible  that  this  language  does  not  provide 
an  escape  hatch  for  footdragging  agencies;  it 
does  not  make  NEPA's  procedural  requirements 
somehow  'discretionary'.   Congress  did  not 
intend  the  Act  to  be  such  a  paper  tiger.   Indeed, 
the  requirement  of  environmental  consideration 
■to  the  fullest  extent  possible*  sets  a  high 
standard  for  the  agencies,  a  standard  which  must 
be  riqorously  enforced  by  the  reviewing  courts. 

"Thus,  the  $102  duties  are  not  inherently 
flexible.   They  must  be  complied  with  to  the 
fullest  extent,  unless  there  is  a  clear  conflict 
of  statutory  authority.   Considerations  of 
administrative  difficulty,  delay  or  economic 
cost  will  not  suffice  to  striD  the  section  of 
its  fundamental  importance."  449  F. 2d  at  1114,  1115. 
The  Durpose  of  NEPA's  procedural  requirements,  particularly 
the  $  102(2)  (C)  impact  statement  process,  is  to  guarantee 
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ntal  values  are  fully  considered  in  administra 
tive  decision  making.  Compliance  "to  the  fullest  extent 
possible"  effectuates  that  purpose.   Thus,  "the  procedural 
duties,  the  duties  to  give  full  consideration  to 
environmental  protection,  are  subject  to  a  .  .  .  strict 
standard  of  compliance."   449  F.  2d  at  11,28.   Any  failure  by 
Interior  to  comely  with  NEPA  procedural  requirements  must 
be  measured  aoainst  that  standard. 


Def iciencie 


the  Draft  EIS 


Measured  against  the  standard  of  strict  compliance, 
we  believe  that  the  Draft  EIS  is  legally  inadequate  for 
the  following  reasons: 

(1)  Failure  to  provide  adequate  data  on  the 
possible  impacts  of  the  project.   Here 
we  are  particularly  concerned  about  Mr. 
Schaadt' s  statements ,  discussed,  supra, 
pp.  14-17 ,  about  the  tentative  nature 
of  the  data  on  air  quality  and  proposed 
trade-offs.   We  are  also  greatly  concerned 
about  the  failure  to  consider  the  imoact  of 
pipeline  abandonment  should  the  FPC's  staff 
recommendation  for  the  shipment  of  additional 
natural  gas  from  Texas  to  California  be  adooted 
This  Doint  empHasizes  the  need  to  coordinate 
natural  gas  and  oil  policies.   Finally,  we  don' 
think  the  project  can  be  segmented  as  a  means 
to  avoid  a  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  P.iase  2 

(2)  Failure  to  discu 


1)  the 
provide  Ca 
natural  ga 
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itigation 

ethods  to 
1  supplie 
ojected 


emissions;  2)  types  of  technology  which  can 


be  used  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts;  3)  nee 
regulations  for  reducing  impacts  of  tanker 
operations;  and  4)  possible  piers id^  vapor 
recovery  installations  to  prevent  emissions 
before  ballasting  and  purging  operations. 
Failure  to  discuss  all  realistic  alternativ 
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ntal  impac 
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rned  not  only 
methods  of 
nt   alternative  locations,  but  also 
ways  of  implementing  the  S0H10 
,  e.g.,  building  a  new  pipeline  rather 
verting  natural  eras  Dipelines. 
to  discuss  the  cumulative  impac 


the 


ailure  of  the  Draft  EIS  is 
to  discuss  the  impacts  of 
lyze  the  impacts  of  other 
1,  and  the  extent  to  which 
tate  establishing  Long 


Beach  and  the  South  Coast  Ai 
facility  for  the  West  Coast. 


the  en 


A  full  discussion  of  t 
alternatives,  and  mitigati< 
Draft  EIS  process.  An  EIS 
will  provide  decision  makei 
to  make  informed  choices  wi 


th 


ble  and  cumulative  impacts 
asures  is  critical  to  the 
ntended  as  a  document  whic 
th  information  sufficient 
esoect  to  actions 


affectino  the  environment.   The  key  to  this  process  is  that 
direct  and  indirect  impacts  are  fully  understood,  and 
mitiqation  measures  and  their  environmental  impacts  be 
fully  discussed.   Only  if  there  is  an  adequate  discussion 
of  impacts  and  options  can  the  decision  makers  make  a 
systematic,  reasoned,  and  informed  choice. 

The  requirement  to  fully  discuss  alternatives  is 
clear.   As  stated  in  a  leading  federal  case  interpreting 


"The  requirements  for  a  thorough 
study  and  detailed  description  of 
alternatives,  which  was  given  further 
congressional  emphasis  in  section  4332(2) (d), 
is  the  linchpin  of  the  entire  impact 
statement.   Without  the  detailed  statement, 
the  conclusions  and  decisions  of  the 
agency  appear  to  be   detached  and 
unrelated  to  environmental  concerns." 
(Citations  omitted)   Monroe  County  Conservation 
Council,  Inc.  v.  Volpe ,  (2d  Cir. ,  1972)  472  F.  2d 
693,  697-698. 

It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  Draft  EIS  to  merely 
mentioned  an  alternative  "in  a  conclusory  and  uninformative 
manner."   Monroe  County  Conservation  Council  v.  Volpe, 


supra.   As  the  Fi 
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it  Court 
"A  conclusory  stater 
by  empirical  or  experimt 
scientific  authority,  oi 
information  of  any  kind' 
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omitted]  but  'affords  n< 
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involved  in  alternative- 
omitted)  Silva  v.  Lynn, 
482  P. 2d  1282.  1287. 


of  Appeals  poi 
ent  'unsuDporte 
ntal  data, 

explanatory 

not  only 
es  [citations 

basis  for 


[Citations 
:  Cir.  1973) 


iion 

of  alterr 

latii 

res  u 

of  the 

environmental 

impacl 

NRDC 

v.  Morton, 

(D. 

C.  Ci: 

include  a  detailed 
of  each  proposed 
1972)  485  F.^d 


The  requirement  for  a  full  discussion  of 
alternatives  interfaces  with  the  requirement  that  mitigation 
measures  be  carefully  evaluated.   In  Calvert  Cliffs' 
Coordinating  Committee  v.  AEC,  (D.C.  Cir. ,    1971)  449  F.2d 
1109,  the  court,  in  analyzing  the  closely  analogous  federal 
statute  stated: 

"NEPA  requires  that  an  agency 
must  -  to  the  fullest  extent  possible 
under  its  other  statutory  obligation  - 
consider  alternatives  to  its  action 
which  reduce  environmental  damage. 
That  principle  establishes  that 
consideration  of  environmental 
matters  must  be  more  than  a  pro 
forma  ritual.   Clearly,  it  is 
pointless  to  'consider'  environ- 
mental costs  without  seriously 
considering  action  to  avoid  them." 
Calvert  Cliffs,  supra  at  1128. 

The  City  is  also  greatly  concerned  by  the  failure 
of  the  Draft  BIS  to  adequately  discuss  Phase  2  of  the 
project.   As  we  have  already  pointed  out,  some  parts  of  the 
project  appear  to  be  of  a  larger  scale  than  necessary. 

In  Swain  v.  Brinegar,  (7  Cir.,  1976}  542  F. 2d 
364,  369,  the  court  in  the  context  of  a  closely  analogous 
highway  construction  situation,  defined  a  three-pronged  test 
for  exclusion  of  future  phases  of  a  project  from  an  EIS: 
"1.   Does  the  proposed  segment  have  a 

substantial  utility  independent  of 
future  expansion? 
"2.   Would  its  construction  foreclose 
significant  alternative  routes 
or  locations  for  an  extension  from  the 
setment? 
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"3.   If,  as  here,  the  proposed  segment 
is  part  of  a  larger  plan,  has  that 
plan  become  concrete  enough  to  make 
it  highly  probably  that  the  entire 
plan  will  be  carried  out  in  the 
near  future?" 
He  submit  that  the  limitation  of  the  coverage  of  the 
EIS  to  only  the  initiaTphase  of  the  SOHIO  project  here 
violates  the  second  and  third  prongs  of  the  above  test. 
Construction  of  the  initial  phase  of  the  SOHIO  project 
would  realistically  foreclose  consideration  of  alternatives 
to  a  second  phase  since  alternatives  would  involve  costly 
construction  of  extensive  new  pipeline  systems,  whereas  Phase 
2  of  the  SOHIO  project  would  involve  merely  connection  of  a 
second  converted  natural  gas  pipeline  into  an  already  exist- 
ing system.   It  is  clear  that  there  is  a  *  larger  plan"  consisting 
of  a  second  phase  and  possibly  more,  and  that  this  larger 
plan  is  "concrete  enough  to  make  it  high  probable"  that 
SOHIO  will  attempt  to  carry  out  the  entire  plan  "in  the  near 
future."   As  the  California  Draft  EIR  noted  "...  it  is 
likely  that  SOHIO  would  strongly  urge  for  an  enlargement 
of  its  own  crude  line  .     "    Draft  EIR,  Executive  Summary, 
at  80-81,  cited  supra. 

At  the  very  least,  the  approval  of  Phase  1  would 
have  a  cumulative  secondary  or  "growth  inducing  impact" 
with  respect  to  encouraging  the  development  of  Phase  2  of  the 
project.   NEPA  requires  that  cumulative  impacts  of  projects 
be  discussed.   40  C.F.R.  $1500. 8 (a) ( 1)  and  (3) (i) 

E.   Inadequacies  of  the  Draft  EIS  Requires  Preparation 
of  an  Addendum, Subject  to  Further  Public  Comment. 
The  important  information-generating  function  of  the 
Draft  EIS  will  be  frustrated  unless  an  addendum  to  the 
Draft  EIS  is  prepared  and  an  opportunity  is  provided  to  allow 
n  the  addendum. 


In  Appalachian  Moutaln  Club  v.  Brineqar,  (D-N.H., 
1975)  394  F.Supp.,  105,  121,  the  court  stressed  the  importance 
of  the  opportunity  to  comment  in  the  overall  NEPA,  EIS 
process: 

"NEPA  is  at  the  'very  least 
a  disclosure  law.'   [citation  omitted] 
In  order  to  effectuate  the  disclosure 
aspects  of .NEPA,  the  CEO  established 
that  an  EIS  must  undergo  two  stages 
of  review. 

"In  the  first  stage,  a  draft 
impact  statement  is  prepared  and 
circulated  to  the  public  and  various 
agencies  for  comments  and  criticisms. 
This  is  the  vital  stage,  for  it  is 
here  that  outside  review  can  vitiate 
'objective  errors  or  excessive  bias 
in  an  EIS.'   [citations  omitted] 
This  is  the  only  time  when  the  public 
ind  outside  agencies  are  able  to 
closely  analyze  the  impact  statement 
and  their  comments ,  provided  that 
they  are  responsible,  must  be 
included  in  the  final  EIS.   [citation 
omitted] 

"By  requiring  opposition  view- 
points to  be  included  in  the  final 
EIS,  Congress  intended  for  those 
beyond  the  decisional  agency  to  be 
cognizant  of  all  'environmental 
tradeoffs'  that  may  occur  if  the 
project  was  approved.   A  balanced  Elf. 
is  a  vehicle  for  responsible 
decision  making. 

"There  cannot  be  responsible 
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VI. 


CONCLUSION 


(Empha 


added) 


Here,  it  is  apparent  to  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  that 
substantial  new  information  will  be  required  in  the  Draft 
EIS.   Should  the  T.ureau  of  Land  Management  decide  merely 
to  provide  responses  to  comments  without  providing  the 
public  and  public  agencies  adequate  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  new  information  generated  thereby,  both  decision  makers 
and  the  public  would  be  denied  an  important  opportunity. 
,We,  therefore,  strongly  recommend  that  an  addendum  be 
prepared  which  would  incorporate  all  comments  and  responses 
to  comments,  and  that  the  addendum  be  subject  to  further 
public  and  agency  review  and  comment. 


We  are  optimistic  that  these  comments  will  be 
helpful  in  preparing  a  legally  adequate  Draft  EIS.   When 
an  addendum  is  released,  as  we  believe  it  must  be,  pro- 
viding the  data  and  analysis  which  is  not  now  available, 
many  of  our  questions  will  hopefully  be  answered. 

In  any  case,  be  assured  that  it  is  our  intention 
that:   1)  all  impacts  are  fully  understood  by  the  decision 
makers  and  the  public  before  action  is  taken  on  this  project, 
and  2j  any  adverse  impacts  to  the  environment  and  economy 
of  the  Los  Angeles  area  be  mitigated  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible,  should  the  project  eventually  be  approved. 
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CITV      ATTORNIY 


February    16,    1977 


UNITED    STATES    DEPARTMENT    OF   THE    INTERIOR 

BUREAU    OF    LAND    MANAGEMENT 

SOKIO    E.I.S.     PROJECT 

Bldg.     55,    Los    Alaroitos    NA5 

P.O.    Box    660 

Los  Alamitos,  California   90720 

Attention:   CANDY  JOHNSON,  Public  Affairs  Director 

Dear  Ms.  Johnson: 

On  or  about  February  10,  1977,  we  received 
from  your  office  the  following  documents: 

Final  Report,  BLM--SOHIO  Project,  Vol.  5, 
Air  Quality 

Final  Report,  BLM--SOHIO  Project,  vol.  8, 
Energy  Supply/Demand 

Air  Quality  Impact  of  the  Proposed  SOHIO 
Tanker  Fleet  on  Port  Valdez,  Alaska 

SOHIO  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System 
Tanker  Traffic  Study 

We  have  now  had  an  opportunity  to  review  in  some 
detail  the  volumes  on  air  quality  and  energy  supply /demand. 

Although  these  two  volumes  do  include  somewhat 
more  detailed  discussion  and  facts  than  those  sections  of 
the  E.I.S.  dealing  with  air  quality  and  energy  supply/demand, 
these  documents  supply  essentially  no  new  material  which 
either  adds  or  detracts  from  our  comments  on  the  Draft 
E.I.S.  previously  submitted  to  B.L.M.  dated  January  25,  1977. 


He,  therefore,  respectfully  submit  that  those 
comments  still  hold  and  deserve  your  full  consideration 
and  response.   We  reassert  the  legal  inadequacy  of  the 
Draft  E.I.S.  and  the  requirement  that  an  appropriate 
addendum  be  prepared,  together  with  a  detailed,  reasoned 
response  to  our  comments  of  January  25,  1977. 

Should  you  differ  with  the  conclusions  expressed 
above  in  any  particular,  we  request  that  you  notify  us 
of  sane.  With  reference  to  our  comments  in  the  E.I.S. 
we  request  that  your  response  make  specific  paginal  and 
subject  matter  reference  to  the  "supplementary  reports" 
which,  you  contend,  supply  the  information  sought. 

We  wish  to  thank  you  for  sending  the  afore- 
mentioned volumes  for  our  consideration.   Feel  free  to 
contact  ua  should  you  have  any  further  questions  about 
our  position. 

Very  truly  yours, 

BURT  PINES,  City  Attorney 


(213)     4B5-6445 


RESPONSE 

Comment   #1 

This    incorrect   information  was   con- 
tained   in   the   Executive    Summary,    not 
in   the   DES.      The    final   Executive    Sum- 
mary has   been   revised    to   reflect   this 
comment . 

Comment   #2 

The  best   available  data   at   the    time 
the   Energy   Supply/Demand    study  was 
prepared   were   used.      BLM  believes   the 
scenarios   presented   in   Sections 
2.1.16.5,    3.1.16.5   and    the   Energy 
Sup ply/ Demand    study  adequately  assess 
the   various   gas   supply  possibilities. 

Comment   #3 

Any  discussion   of   the    impacts   of  the 
expanded    second   phase  of  this   project 
would   require   an   additional    separate 
ES.      Regarding   the   estimates   of 
Alaskan  gas,    the   best    available  data 
at   the   time   the   report   was   prepared 
were   used    in   the   DES.      See   response    to 
Comment    2   above. 


Comment   #4 

Consideration  of  the    impacts   of  any 
expansion   phase   of  this   project   is  be- 
yond  the   scope   of  this   ES.      BLM 
believes    Section  3.1.16.5   adequately 
discusses   the   impacts   on  gas   supplies 
of  the   proposed   pipeline   abandonment. 

Comment   #5 

These    issues   have   been   presented   in 
the   FES   supplement.    Air   Quality   Impact 
Assessment   of  Pipeline   Abandonment    and 
Conversion,    and    in   Section  3.1.6.1.2 
of   the   FES. 

Comment   #6 

The   data  used   for   this   analysis    in   the 
DES   and    FES   are  based   upon   the   best    a- 
vailable   data   at   the   time  of   the   stu- 
dy.     Section   3.1.16.5   and    the   Energy 
Supply/Demand    study  are  believed    to 
adequately  address    the   project   impacts 
on  natural   gas    supplies. 
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Comment  #7 

The  disposition  of  Elk  Hills  oil  is 
not  clear  at  this  time.   The  develop- 
ment and  movement  of  this  resource  is 
outside  the  scope  of  this  project  and 
would  require  a  separate  ES. 

Comment  #8 

The  description  of  the  corridor 
through  which  all  new  pipeline  would 
be  constructed  is  virtually  identical 
to  that  described  for  the  proposed 
project  in  Chapter  2.   Impacts  of  all- 
new  pipeline  construction  would  be  an- 
alogous to  impacts  of  new  pipeline 
construction,  which  have  been, fully 
described  in  Chapter  3.   The  impacts 
of  abandonment  of  one  set  of  Southern 
California  and  El  Paso  gas  pipelines 
have  been  fully  described  in  Chapter 
3.   Therefore,  sufficient  data  to  ev- 
aluate the  impacts  of  gas  pipeline 
abandonment  and  all-new  construction 
are  believed  to  have  been  presented. 


Comment  #9 

A  discussion  of  the  impact  of  gas  sup- 
ply curtailment  has  been  included  in 
the  FES  supplement.  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  of  Pipeline  Abandonment  and 
Conversion,  and  in  Section  3.1.16.1.2. 
A  study  of  the  SoCal  pipeline  system 
within  California  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  ES. 

Comment  #10 

A  mitigating  measure  has  been  added  to 
Section  4.2.2  requiring  ships  utiliz- 
ing the  Pier  J  facilities  to  have 
fully  segregated  ballast. 


Comment  #11 

See  response  to  Comment  10  above, 
also  Section  3.1.6.1.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #12 


See 


A  section  on  air  quality  impacts  from 
operations  in  coastal  waters  has  been 
added  to  Section  3,1.6  of  the  FES. 


Comment  #13 

Tanker  purging  operations  are  ulti- 
mately based  upon  the  judgment  of  the 
VLCC  master  and  the  safe  operation  of 
the  vessel.   However,  according  to 
"Supporting  Information  for  the  SOHIO 
Permit  Application"  submitted  to  the 
South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  except  in  cases  of  vessel 
operating  emergencies  or  for  any  other 
safety  reason,  tanker  vessels  will  not 
be  purged  in  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 
At  this  time  enforcement  measures  have 
not  been  committed,  and  thus 
occasional  impacts  from  purging  are 
assumed  in  Chapters  3  and  5  of  the 
FES. 

Comment  #14 

Please  refer  to  the  response  to  Com- 
ment 12  above. 

Comment  #15 

Refer  to  Section  3.1.17  and  Appendix 
Al.  1.1.1  of  the  FES.   Purging  cannot 
be  accomplished  by  noninerted  tankers. 
A  mitigating  measure  has  been  added  in 
Section  4.2.2  to  require  inerting 
systems  or  equivalent  on  all  ships 
utilizing  the  new  facilities. 


Comment  #16 

BLM  believes  that  the  FES  is  clear  as 
to  the  proposed  purging  mitigating 
measure . 

Comment  #17 

An  expansion  mode  would  involve  new 
permits,  a  new  ES ,  and  new  impacts. 
This  is  stated  in  various  places  in 
this  ES.   A  modification  of  the  proj- 
ect would  also  require  new  source  re- 
view under  appropriate  rules  and 
guidelines.   To  avoid  any  implication 
that  impacts  of  expansion  have  been 
addressed  in  this  ES,  references  to 
impacts  from  an  expansion  mode  have 
been  removed  from  the  FES. 

Comment  #18 

As   discussed    in   Section  3.1.6.   under 
Oil    Refining,    and    in   Section  3.1.16.5, 
under   Energy   Supply  and   Demand,    it   is 
expected    that    the   project   would   result 
in  no  net  change   in  refinery   through- 
put   and   no    increased   emissions. 
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Comment  #19 


Comment  #24 


See  response  to  Comment  18  above. 
Impacts  from  electrical  generation  are 
discussed  in  Sections  3.1.6, 
3.1.6.1.2,  and  3.1.6.2.2. 

Comment  #20 

The  analysis  in  the  FES  is  based  on 
the  applicant's  proposal  to  sell 
200,000  barrels  per  day  in  Los  Angeles 
and  ship  500,000  barrels  per  day  east- 
ward.  Refer  to  Section  3.1.16.5,  En- 
ergy Supply  and  Demand. 

Comment  #21 

Please  refer  to  the  response  to  Com- 
ment 18  above  . 

Comment  #22 

Current  refining  capacity  can  be  part- 
ly adapted  to  use  Alaska  oil. 
Questions  of  cost  are  outside  the 
scope  of  the  Environmental  Statement. 

Comment  #23 

This  does  not  represent  obvious  envi- 
ronmental benefits  and  therefore  was 
not  treated  as  an  alternative. 


Please  refer  to  the  response  to  Com- 
ment 18  above.   Substitution  is 
addressed  in  Section  3.1.6.1.2,  under 
Effect  of  Oil  Replacement. 

Comment  #25 

It    is   not    known  what   amount   of  the   oil 
reaching   the    terminal   would   be    from 
non-SOHIO   importers.      However,    impacts 
are  believed    to  be  adequately  dis- 
cussed   for  maximum  proposed   use   of   the 
project    facilities. 

Comment   #26 

Analysis   of  oil    throughput   above   the 
700,000   bbl/d    proposal   is   considered 
outside    the   scope    of  this   project. 
The   Hynes    terminal    is   no   longer   con- 
sidered  the    inland   terminal    as   deline- 
ated   in    Section   1.1.1.1,    under   Port   of 
Long   Beach   to   Midland    (pipeline 
route) . 

Comment   #27 

See  response  to  Comment  25  above. 


Comment  #28 

As  addressed  in  Chapter  1,  Section 
1.1.1.1,  under  Port  of  Long  Beach  to 
Midland  (pipeline  route),  Dominguez 
Hills  will  be  considered  as  the  inland 
terminal,  not  Hynes.   The  larger  sized 
lines  are  designed  to  accommodate  a 
possible  expansion  of  throughput  from 
Pier  J  to  Dominguez  Hills. 

Comment  #29 

Since  Phase  2  was  not  considered  to  be 
within  the  scope  of  this  project,  this 
subject  was  not  investigated. 

Comment  #30 

This  subject  was  not  explored  since  it 
was  considered  to  be  outside  the  scope 
of  this  project. 

Comment  #31 

Phase  2  is  considered  outside  the 
scope  of  this  project;  no  impacts  were 
identi  fied . 


Comments  #32,  33,  34,  and  35 

As  addressed  in  Chapter  1,  Section 
1.1.1.1,  the  information  supplied  by 
the  applicant  has  indicated  the  ini- 
tial capacity  of  the  Long  Beach  ter- 
minal would  be  700,000  bbl/d  with 
500,000  bbl/d  being  transported  on  to 
Midland,  Texas,  from  Dominquez  Hills. 
The  200,000  bbl/d  difference, would  be 
transported  from  Dominquez  Hills  to 
the  local  refineries. 

As  stated  in  Section  1.4.5,  Phase  2 
would  mean  increasing  the  facilities 
to  accommodate .1.2  million  bbl/d.   No 
further  or  ultimate  plans  have  been 
proposed  or  discussed  by  the  applicant 
or  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 

Comment  #36 

The   relationship  of   the   project   to 
Other   plans   and   proposals   is   discussed 
in   Sections    1.4,    2.1.13,    and    3.1.13. 


9-209 


Comment  #37 


Comment  #40 
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process.   A  discussion 

as  been  added  in 
Also  see  Appendix 
FES  for  an  inventory 

sions;  Section 

alculations  of  backout; 
the  new  source  review 


Comment  #38 


Please  refer  to  the  response  to  Com- 
ment 37  above  and  to  the  discussion  on 
air  quality  maintenance  planning 
(Section  2.1.6.5) . 

Comment  #39 

Air  quality  emissions  from  rock 
quarrying  operations  are  included  in 
the  project  emissions  inventory  in 
Appendix  A3. 1.6.1  of  the  FES. 


The  conversion  of  oil  to  synthetic 
natural  gas  has  been  deleted  in  the 
FES  as  a  possible  mitigating  measure. 
Many  feasible  methods  for  mitigating 
air  quality  impacts  exist.   In  the 
FES,  SOHIO's  proposed  trade-offs  and 
agency  requirements  have  been  revised 
to  reflect  the  most  current  informa- 
tion and  views.   See  Sections  3.1.6.1, 
4.1.5,  and  5.6.1. 

Comment  #41 

In  general,  the  best  available  cost- 
assessed  technology  is  proposed  to  be 
utilized  in  the  construction  and  oper- 
ation aspects  of  the  project.   Specif- 
ic mitigating  measures  are  discussed 
in  Chapter  4. 

Comment  #42 

The  text  of  the  FES  in  many  places 
reflects  these  criteria.   See  Section 
4.2.2. 


Comment  #43 

A  mitigating  measure  to  require 
tankers  to  have  inerting  systems  and 
fully  segregated  ballast  has  been 
added  in  Section  4.2.2  of  the  FES. 

Comment  #44 

BLM  does   not    agree   that    this   proposal 
assures    lowest    emission   levels.      Ex- 
cessive   energy    for  pumping  would  be 
required. 
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Commissioner  Brown 


seconaea  by 


Commissioner  Wright 


and  all  for  commissioners  voting 


in  favor,  the  following  resolution  was  adopted  by  Midland  County  Commissioners 
Court,  January  10,  1977,  and  the  County  Clerk  was  requested  to  prepare  a  Certified 
Copy  for  use  in  the  hearings  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the 
proposed  plan  of  Sohio  Transportation  Company: 

Be  it  resolved  that  Midland  County,  Texas,  supports  Sohio  Trans- 
portation Company  in  its  proposal  to  transport  large  quantities  of 
Alaskan  crude  oil  from  Long  Beach,  California,  by  use  of  existing 
pipelines  in  California,  Arizona  and  New  Mexico,  and  by  the  construc- 
tion of  new  connecting  pipelines  in  California  and  Texas;  the  ter- 
minal point  of  the  pipeline  being  in  Midland  County,  Texas,  East  of 
the  City  of  Midland,  Texas; 


THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS     I 
COUNTY  OF  MIDLAND      I 

1,  ROSENELLE  CHERRY,  County  Clerk  In  and  for  the  County  of  Midland, 
State  of  Texas,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  above  and  foregoing  is  a  true  and 
correct  copy  of  an  ORDER  made  at  a  Regular  Session  of  the  Commissioners  Court 
on  January  10th  A.D.  1977,  and  as  recorded  In  Volume  10,  Page  48,  Commissioners 
Court  Minutes  of  Midland  County,  Texas. 

WITNESS  my  hand  and  seal  of  office  in  Midland,  Texas,  this  the  10th 
day  of  January  A.D.  1977. 

ROSENELLE  CHERRY,  County  Clerk, 

MIDLAND  COUNTY,  TEXAS 

BY  /"'  / //',/^r> Deputy 


OytLL 


Be  it  resolved  that  Midland  County,  Texas,  is  oriented  toward 
the  energy  industry;  is  proud  of  its  oil  and  gas  based  economy;  and 
welcomes  the  opportunity  to  be  linked  by  pipeline  and  tanker  to  the 
fossil  fuels  of  Alaska; 


Be  it  resolved  that  we  krt^w  of  no  adver 
line  through  our  County  would  have  on  the  en 
County,  Texas; 


effect  one  more  pipe- 
of  Midland 


And  be  it  finally  resolved  that  Midland  County,  Texas,  urges 
the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  to  approve  the  request 
of  Sohio  Transportation  Company  to  transport  crude  oil  by  pipeline 
from  Long  Beach,  California,  to  Midland  County,  Texas  to  provide 
energy  for  heating,  vehicles,  and  industry  for  the  United  States. 
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9.17.4      Private   Organizations 


DRAFT   ENVIRONMENTAL    IMfACT    STATEMENT: 

CRUOE   OIL    TRANSPORTATION    SYSTEM:       VALCC?,    ALASKA    TO  HIULANO,    TEXAS 
(As    proposed    by    SUM  10   Transportation   Company) 


Citizens  Task  Fore*  t 
January   4,    1977" 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Submitted  By:     Citizens  Tesk  Force  on   SOHIO 


-  Phase  I  I 

Expansion  of  the  project  to  t.2  Million  barrels/day  Is  reported 
to  be  possible  by  I960.   The  proposed  system  has  been  designed  to 
facilitate  this  expansion.   It  Is  clear  that  Phase  II  Is  not  a  long 
range  distant  possibility  but  a  decision  that  may  be  presented  to  the 
public  wltnln  the  next  year  or  two,  given  the  time  It  takes  to  plan  end 
build  such  facilities.  Details  of  Phase  II  already  exist  (Harbor  Department 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Vol.  2  Pert  2  Appendix  XIII).   Phase 
M  should  properly  be  a  part  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
all  Impacts  associated  with  It  fully  explored  as  the  establishment  of 
the  terminal  makes  ft  unlikely  that  Phase  II  will  turned  down. 


Prepared  By:   Prebhu  Nam  Singh,  Urban  Planner 
2234  E.  Broadway 
Long  Beach,  Calif.   90803 
(213)  434-2185 


-  Tanker  F leet 

The  E I S  reports  that  the  proposed  SOHIO  fleet  will  not  be  adequate 

to  keep  the  pipeline  full,  either  In  the  Phase  I  or  exi 

of  the  project  (p.  A-285).   It  then  goes  on  to  hypothe 

actual  fleet  might  consfst  of  for  purposes  of  determln 

The  number  end  types  of  tankers  Is  the  most  critical  v, 

air  pollution  Impacts  from  this  project.   The  make-up  of  this  tanker  fleet 

should  be  accurately  stated  In  the  project  description 

through  the  Impact  analysis. 


ize  what  the 

ng  air  pol tut  ion. 

riable  In  the 


ried 


-  Project  Capacity 

No  estimate  of  total  dally  or  annual  capacity  of  terminal  Is  given. 
If  the  capacity  of  the  Four  Corners  Pipeline  Is  48,000  barrels  /  day, 
how  will  they  get  the  rest  of  200,000  barrels  /  day  for  Los  Angeles 
consumption  out?   Hill  additional  pipelines  be  needed?   If  so,  they 
should  part  of  this  project. 


I  Exp  la  In  whether  the  Domlnguez  Hills  < 
current  proposal.  If  no  decision  has  beei 
should  be  discussed  in  detail. 


■  the  Hynes  site  Is  the 
reached  yet,  then  both 


Citizens  Task  Force  on  SOHIO 
January  4,  1977 


Citizens  Task  Force  < 
January  4,  1977 


Mappage  throughout  the  report  is  totally  inadequate.   Maps 
show  only  the  general  route  of  the  pipeline  and  it  is  not  possible  to 
understand  the  relationship  of  the  pipeline  to  the  land  except  where 
the  narrative  identifies  an  actual  existing  right  of  way.   Particularly" 
this  is  important  in  urban  areas.   If  more  detail  is  not  available, 
at  least  for  urbaVt  areas,  then  the  environmental  impact  of  the  project 
cannot  be  fairly  determined. 


The  project  description  should  include 
showing  the  right  of  way,  maintenance  road, 
improvements  or  environmental  alterations. 
needed  to  show  typical  relationships  betwe« 
major  land  uses  which  will  border  it,  Inclu 
recreational,  agricultural,  and  flood  contr. 
San  Timeteo  Canyon. 


typical  cross-sections 

fences,  and  any  other 
Such  cross-sections  are 
the  pi  pel ine  and  a  I  I 
ing  residential,  industr 


I  cham 


i,  , 


I     The  EIS  states  that  the  most  desirable  route  for  Elk  Hills  oil 
appears  to  be  a  connection  with  the  SOHIO  pipeline  at  Redlands. 
The  environmental  Impact  associated  with  this  Is  not  explored. 
This  should  Include  the  effect  of  an  additional  oil  surplus  In  the 
Los  Angeles  Basin. 


GE0TECHNIC  CONSIDERATIONS 

The  EIS  should  Include  an  extensive  analysis  of  the  acceptable 
level  of  seismic  risk  for  harbor  structures.   The  EIS  should  analyze 
the  worst  case  Impacts  of  a  damaging  earthquake  on  the  basis  of  these 
risk  considerations.   A  worst  case  analysis  should  be  all  tanks  full  and 
the  dike  around  the  tanks  breaking.  There  should  be  a  thorough  analysis 
of  the  effects  of  such  a  spill  on  the  environment,  needed  clean-up 
operations,  environmental  impacts  of  clean-up  and  Irretrievable 
negative  Impacts.   A  similar  analysis  is  needed  for  the  tank  farm  and 
for  the  pipeline.   Analysis  should  take  Into  account  the  numerous 
other  pipelines  that  exist  In  the  area  and  the  cumulative  effect  of  a 
seismic  episode. 


-  Existing  Conditions 

I     Pages  2-259  to  2-287  concerning  the  Interrelationship  of  Long  Beach 
with  regional  air  quality  should  be  expanded.   Long  Beach  may  be  the 
*  *-■  i — .*i —  «~~  -  "urce  of  hydrocarbons,  considering  the 

id  areas. 

-  Impacts 

I     There  should  be  Information  concerning  the  effects  of  pollution  on 
public  health,  especially  the  elderly.   Include  specific  medical  cata 
relevant  to  Increased  concentrations  of  those  pollutants  emitted 
from  the  project.  Relate  this  to  Long  Beach's  elderly  population. 
Compare  respiratory  disease  rates  with  other  air  basins. 

I     The  assumption:  that  SOHIO  crude  will  back  out  other  crude  Is 
unsubstantiated.   A  reasonable  worst  case  analysis  must  assume  that  the 
same  number  of  other  than  SOHIO  ships  will  continue  to  visit  Los  Angeles 
and  that  these  will  not  nave  the  modern  pollution  control  equipment 
and  procedures  planned  for  SOHIO's  fleet.   Furthermore,  the  additional  oil 
that  would  be  refined  and  processed  in  the  Los  Angeles  Basin  would  also  result 
in  additional  air  pollution. 


9| 


llquefactlo 


at  the  terminal  site  ; 


not  adequately 


10 


The  EIS  should  estimate  the  potential  of 
and  the  Impacts  of  such  an  occurence.  It  must 
risk  Incorporated  In  the  design  of  the  termina 
the  potential  for  damage  to  tankers  should  be 


i  "worst  case"  tsunem 
Identity  the  level  o 
structures.   Also, 
onsldered  as  wel I  as 


potential  for  an  oil  spill  and  the  Impacts  of  such  a  spill. 
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No  Impact  data  Is  provided  on  "soot  -  blowing." 

The  potential  for  odors  from  the  project  could  be  extremely 
Important  considering  extensive  existing  and  planned  cultural  and 
recreational  facilities  In  the  Harbor  area  and  the  adjacent  downtown. 
Many  of  these  facilities  involve  public  expenditures.  They  are  part 
of  a  continuing  effort  to  reestablish  Long  Beach  as  a  resort.   Any 
problems  with  odors  can  have  a  negative  impact  on  cultural  and  recreational 
projects.   Further,  odors  can  affect  efforts  to  revitalize  Long  Beach's 
commercial  area.  Tils  potential  problem  needs  to  be  analyzed  in  detail. 

Also,  air  pollution  in  peneral  can  have  profound  negative  impacts 
on  property  values.   Especially  in  the  case  of  Lono  Beach  where  public 
and  private  interests  are  working  to  re-establish  the  downtown  as  a 
rnmmnrcl.il  nnri  roiort  renter.  While  mnny  pollutants  will  larrjcly 
impucl  Inland  arcos.  It  is  understood  that  significant  impacts  can 
also  occur  locally.   Fur  Ihermore,  the  economic  impacts  of  added 
degradation  of  roqion^i  air  quality  needs  to  at  least  be  discussed. 

With  regards  to  power  plant  emissions,  it  is  understood  that 
the  grid  system  makes  it  di  f (leu  It  to  estimate  where  power  will  come  from. 
It  should  be  possible  to  estimate  the  approximate  increase  in  production 
required  at  the  local  Alamitos  facility.   This  faci  1 i ty  i s  one  of  the 
largest  stationary  sources  in  the  basin  and  significant  increases 
in  activity  there  would  add  to  the  concentration  of  such  emissions  from 
Long  Beach. 
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-  Mitigation 

The  EIS  should  refer  to  and  analyze  proposed  Mitigation  measures 

presented  by  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  to  the  Carter  administration  transltlo 

team  (Overview  SOHIO  -  West  Coast  to  Mld-Cont Inent  Pipeline  Project,  Port 


of  Long  Beach,  December,  1976).  This  proposal 
ballasting  emissions  within  three  nautical  mil 
purging  within  the  port  except  for  emergency  r 
■ould  not  be  effective,  as  the  Los  Angeles  air 
beyond  three  nautical  miles  from  the  harbor. 
on  purging  and  ballasting  run  counter  to  tan 
tanker  safety  would  require  venting  of  tankei 

9S  Increase  the  probability  of  new  tanker  explosion 
to  the  EIS  (p  A-54)  even  tankers  with  Inertlng  systems 
If  not  adequately  vented  because  in  the  event  of  colli 
rupture  fumes  from  such  tanks  can  become  combustible. 


Id  prohlb 
s  of  the  port  and  prohibit 
epalrs.   Such  mitigation 

shed  extends  "el  I 
Furthermore,  I  Imitations 
r  safety.  Maximum 
,  otherwise  dangerous 
xp I os Ions.  According 

i  be  hazardous 


and 


I  There  appears  to  be  a  serious  contradiction  between  the  desire  to 
limit  air  pollution  and  to  limit  hazards  due  to  tanker  explosions.  If 
both  goals  are  not  possible,  then  such  should  be  clearly  stated. 


20 


The  EIS  falls  to  examine  other  possible  or  proposed  trade-offs, 
particular,  the  proposed  trade-oft  of  ARCO  tanks  at  the  Hynes  facility 
s  per  the  Environmental  Impact  Report): 


I        The  assumption  that  SCHlO  crude  will  "back  out"  other  crude 
Is  unsubstantiated.  This  assumption  Is  contradicted  In  the  Harbor 
Department's  EIR  In  Vol,  1  Part  1#  IX-2.  Also,  In  the  Alternatives 
It  Is  stated  that  the  additional  Alaskan  oil  may  be  an  Impetus  to 
Increased  crude  oil  demand  In  the  Los  Angeles  area. 


FUULIC  SAFETY 
-  P0' 


tin  I  fo 


Describe  the  potential  for  fir 
and  the  worst  case  extent  of  such  f 
how  such  fires  could  spread  to  othe 
of  the  site  to  fires  from  other  ind 
Also,  potential  fires  on  tankers,  i 
purging  in  port.  The  needed  person 
respond  to  such  fires,  loca 
respond  to  a  project  fire,  . 
the  project  subject  to  fire 


the 


2~|     raiser  I  bo  Hio  potential 
-£**|  the  pipeline  route.   Impacts 


d  response  time 
or  f I  res  I n  the 


trial  facilities,  pipelines,  et 
ludinn.  any  added  risks  by  not 
I  and  equipment  to  adequately 
where  such  capabilities  could 
se  times  for  all  sections  of 
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V/hat  are  the  potentials   for  sabotaae  of 

litigation,    impacts? 


ndeveloped  i 

he  pi  pel  ine 


The  recent  experience  (explosion  of  the  Sanslnena)  In  Los  Angeles 
Harbor  should  be  analyzed  In  terms  of  the  "worst  case"  effect  such 
occurence  could  have  at  the  SOHIO  terminal.  Potential  negative 
acts  at  the  SOHIO  terminal  would  appear  to  be  much  worse  considering 
the  possibility  of  other  tankers  being  nearby,  the  large  storage  tanks, 

nd  the  nearness  of  the  Queen  Mary.   Problems  and  costs  In  combatting 
the  recent  Los  Angeles  Harbor  fire  should  be  considered  Including: 

-  The  Inadequacy  of  harbor  area  foam  supplies  to  combat  the  fire 
25         and  the  need  to  bring  more  In  from  Los  Angeles  International 

Airport. 

-  Flreflghtlng  manpower  and  equipment  requirements,  costs,  and 
effects  on  public  safety  In  other  areas 

-  Vulnerability  of  commercial  areas  to  looting,  due  to  broken  windows, 
ability  of  the  police  to  respond,  cost,  etc. 

-  Necessity  to  bring  In  special  oil  spill  Coast  Guard  team  from 
San  Francisco. 


I  Proposed  ai 
their  effect  on 
drastically  I Imi 
serve  to  increai 
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'  pollution  mitigations  need  to  be  analyzed  in  ti 
ety.   The  Harbor  Department  has  proposed 


<ajor  disasters. 


ing  purging  within  the  harbor 
the  probabl 1 1 ty  of  add  1 1 i 


irms  of 


ense 
ed  to 


-  Contingency  Plans 

These  are  not  yet  prepared.  Because  of  the  potentially 
negative  Impact  oil  spills  can  have  on  the  environment,  these 
be  described  in  detail  prior  to  further  consideration  of  this 
This  should  Include: 

-  plans  for  off-shore  spill  (outside  of  Harbor) 

-  tanker  spills  within  the  Harbor 

-  tankage  spills  ,Pler  J  and  Hynes 

-  pipeline  ruptures 

-on  trestle 
-Pier  J 

-Los  Angeles  River 
-urban  areas 
-rural  areas 
-Colorado  River 

The  capebl llty  of  control  ling  oil  spi  Ms  Is  limited  by  current 
resources  and  technology.   According  to  a  recent  New  York  Times  article 
(Controls  for  Large  Oil  Spills  Lag.  Dec.  30,  1976),  "The  Coast  Guard's 
primary  arm  for  responding  to  major  oil  spills  Is  formed  by  three 
special  teams  -  20  man  units. ..".   The  nearest  such  unit  Is  in  San 
Francisco  and  It  had  to  be  flown  In  during  the  recent  Sansinena 
Incident,  even  though  this  disaster  did  not  represent  a  major  oil  spill. 
There  is  only  one  such  unit  on  the  West  Coast,  Including  Alaska.   Its 
abi II ty  to  respond  to  mu| tlple  ol I  spi I  Is,  and  ol I  spi I  Is  of  truly  major 
proportions  should  be  assessed.   In  particular,  a  major  earthquake  could 
rupture  the  tanks  on  Pier  J  and  probably  cause  numerous  other  major 
spills  in  the  harbor  area.  The  New  York  Times  article  goes  on  to  say  that 
the  booms  used  by  the  special  Coast  Guard  units  are  not  effective  In 
seas  of  over  5  feet  and  winds  of  over  20  knots. 
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Also,  the  personnel  who  will  carry  out  these  plans,  response 
times  to  all  segments  of  the  project,  the  capability  of  handling 
worst  case  spills,  the  potential  (in  an  earthquake  situation)  for 
several  spills  at  once,  the  need  if  any  for  public  personnel  and 

cquipfiK>nt . 


ft  I  so,  responsibl 1 1 ty 


cle 


and  I iabi  I i 


spi I  I  damage. 


I     According  to  the  EIS,  approximately  20*  of  minor  oil  spills  would 
escape  clean-up  and  a  major  spill  "likely  would  escape  complete 
booming  and  clean-up"  (Page  5-32,  33).   Any  proposed  contingency  plan  should 
be  evaluated  In  terms  of  Its  expected  effectiveness  in  cleaning  up 
spills  and  the  damage  that  would  be  caused  by  oil  that  escapes  clean-up. 


PLANNED  LAND  USE 


Long  Peach  Cons 


I      The  proposal  is  In 
a  balanced  program 


th  goal  >6f  page  9:   "To 

ng  the  qualitative  COndi 
i  of  the  City". 


29 1 
30 1 

31  |  disti 


segments  of  popu I  at 

>nfllct  with  Water  Resource  goal  #3,  page  9 


Also,  Soils  Management  Coal  #3  "to 
i  will  have  a  critical  or  detrimenta 


1 1  have 
stable  areas. . 


those  activities 

on  geological ly 


types  of  wi Idl ife 
-  Long  Beach  Open  Spa 


32 


The  project  is  i 

-  page  19, 
offered  by  the 
improved  acces 

-  page  20  #4  fo  i 
open  lands .  • 

-  Ill   to  preserve  areas  ' 
for  fish  and  wildlife. 

-  Page  88  calls  for  aesthetic  controls  on  edges  of  harbor 
open  space. 


flict  with  adopted  open  space  coals: 

i  preserve  and  enhance  open  space  opportun 

inland  waterways  of  the  City  through 
and  bcauti  f Ication. 

vjintain  open  vistas  of  the  ocean  across 


ich    sen 


habitats 
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34 
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Beach  Pub  I ic  Safety  El 


The  EfS  does  not  consid' 
industrial  growth,  the  City 
types  of  industries".   In  or 
Dopnrtment  would  have  to  hav. 
typo  of  use  for  Pier  J. 


the  adopted  policy  that  "in  terms  of 
ould  strive  to  attract  the  least  hazardous 
r  to  meet  this  criteria  the  Harbor 
attempted  to  find  a  less  hazardous 


State  Coastal  Pi. 


Is  inconsistent  wit 


Policy  #89 :  Until  California*;  role  in  national  energy  needs 
is  defined  by  national  policy,  means  other  than  a  transcontinental 
pi  pel ine  from  Cal i  fornia  sha  1 1  be  sought  to  provide  other  areas  of  the 
coentry  with  crude,  (p. 133) 

S   91:   Maximum  use  should  be  made  of  existing  tanker  tormlnal 
facilities  (  this  possibility  is  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  EfS 
(pane  134) 


AMENITIES 

The  EIS  reports  that  chronic  small  spills  will  occur  frequently 
during  normal  operations  and  that  these  will  require  closures  of 
portions  of  the  Long  Beach  beach  from  time  to  time.   Also,  beach  goers 
will  experience  problems  with  tar,  In  general  (P.  3-324,  325).   It  Is 
reported  that  approximately  20*  of  chronic  small  splits  will  escape 
clean-up  and  will  probably  end  up  on  Long  Beach  beaches.   Also, 
sport  fishing  populations  are  expected  to  decrease  50  -  80JE  because 
of  the  project  (EIS  p  3-182). 

The  EIS  contains  no  evaluation  of  existing  waterfront  recreational 
usage,  I.e.  tourists,  local  residents.  Also,  the  effects  of  harbor 

elopment  on  long  term  environmental  degradation  and  long  term 
decline  of  Long  Beach  as  a  resort  city,  including  degradation  of  water 
quality,  surf  and  ocean  views.  Recreational  use  of  these  beaches  Is 
already  low  among  more  mobile  segments  of  the  local  population  who  can 
afford  to  travel  to  less  degraded  beaches.  Two  of  the  principal  users 
af  Long  Beach's  waterfront  do  not  have  this  choice  -  low  income 
elderly  and  low  Income  youth.  Both  of  these  groups  will  probably 
continue  to  use  the  beach  as  they  have  In  the  past,  In  spite  of  Increase 
tar,  Increased  water  pollution  end  decreased  sport  fish  populations. 
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[Other  choices    (or    these   population  groups   ara    limited  by   their    lack   of 
J  mobility.     Among  other  segments  of   the    local   population,   use  of   the 
35|  Lflflfl  Beach  beach  will   decrease  even   further,  causing   further   Increases 
1  In   treftlc  and  congestion  along  other   less  degraded  beaches  (I.e. 
I  In  Orange  County) . 


i   significantly 
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The  proposed  project  slgnl  f  leant  ly  changes  the 
the  port  and  will  also  add  significantly  more  ships 
larger  sire. 

Thn  CIS  doos  not  discuss  tho  particulars  of  the  project's  Impact 
on  navigation  In  tho  harbor.  Thoro  should  bo  a  complete  analysis,  it 
should  include  tho  following  considerations: 

'Igatlonal  situation  may  exist  as  a  result  of 
ling  between  the  proposed  rock  breakwater  and 
iter.   There  will  bo  a  gap  ol  only  2000  feet 
ils  gap  will  become  a  major  channel  between 
in  Los  Anoeles 


I)  A  dangerous  na 
tho  limited  space  remel 
tiio  outer  harbor  hreakw 
to  navigate  through.  T 
the  Castern  anchorage  used  by  ships  i 
end  Long  Beach  harbors.  During  thoso  per 


ten 


•ako  the  ^OHIO 
I  spi  Ms. 


?)   In  light  of  the  remaining  projects  proposed  by  the  General 
I'ldti,  I'orl  of  t.orvj  llwach,  "'ton;  adifficulf  navigational 

area,   especially  for  ships  of  the  magnitude  being  used  by  SflMO. 
These  projects  include  the  western  till  to  be  used  as  additional  pier 
space  and  the  marina  to  be  used  by  1700  recreational  boats.   The  impact 


additiona 


proje 


not  be 


mined  by  tho  C I  P. 


3)  The  required  55  feet  of  water  limits  the  uses  of  the  port  as 
a  safe  port  fn  storm  conditions.   Where  weather  conditions  prevent 
manuevcring  alongside  a  pier,  the  ships  would  be  kept  from  entering  tho 
port  lo  secure  the  safrty  ol  tho  outer  breakwater.  This  can  set  the 
stage  for  serious  accidents. 

MITIGATING  MEASURES 

An  energy  mitigation  would  be  the  use  of  solar  power,  especially 
for  desert  pump  stations.   This  should  be  discussed  In  relation  to 
the  Coastal  Commission  procedure  of  requiring  solar  energy  even  for 
swimming  pools. 


CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 


The  project 
e  the  projoc 


will  create  a  surplus  of  oil  on  the  Most  Coast, 
t  sponsor^  claim  the  tas»  on-* 
serlou-,  oi  I  |hot  •  |  ia!  Ion  *  J  1 1  t  rente  a   very  pi  ■ 

attraction  for  potro-chemlcel  Industries.   Expanding  companies  will 
look  very  carefully  at  the  Los  Angeles  petro-chemtcal  complex  and 
companies  from  ofhor  parts  of  tho  country  may  oven  be  attracted  to 
relocate  hero.  Currontly  there  Is  a  proposal  from  DO*  Chemical 
to  build  a  plastics  plant  In  tho  fwjy  Area,  the  principle  reason  for 
which  is  the  expected  availability  of  Alaskan  oil. 

I'eflnorles  end  potro-chenlcals  In  general  are  major  sources  of 
air  pollution.   Not  only  th.it,  when  concentrated  as  they  nr*    In 
the  Harbor  -  Wilmington  -  Torrnnc^  area  thay  croate  Cumulative 
nffocts  un  thn  surrounding  environment.   long  ri\nr\f)   effects  ol 
couraglng  this  complex  to  expand  Include  decline  In  property  values 
and  homo  maintenance,  and  continued  out-migret ion  of  middle  class 
and   desirable  light  Industry  to  cloener  suburbs. 

As  expressed  in  the  Harbor  Oeot.  EIR,     one  of  the  major 
rationales  for  locating  the  project  in  the  Los  Angeles  Basin  is  that 
the  orco    Is  already  "fw . ronmonte I  I y  degraded.   If  this  decision  is 
allowed  to  be  made  it  may  sot  a  very  significant  consonuence  leading 
to  the  continued  degradation  of  tho  Los  Angeles  Oasin. 


egati 


The  creation  of  a  surplus  of  crude  oil  I 
will  make  It  less  likely  tor  tho  Federal  governnw. 
much  natural  gas  to  this  area   as  they  would  otherwl 


tho  Los  Aneolps  ar 

ocate  a 


The  surplus  wi  II  also 
s  of  energy  and  conser 
sxpected  declines  In  lo 


the  pressure  to  develop  alterative 
ethods,  which  are  clearly  responsive 
suppl les. 


The  project  will  create  cumulative  negative  impacts  on  public 
health,  particularly  on  the  most  sensitive  segmonts  of  the  population  - 
children  and  senior  citizens. 

The  continued  conversion  ot  open  soace  water  areas  to  heavy 
Industry  furthers  environmental  degradation  in  Long  Beach  and  works 
counter  to  the  city's  efforts  to  re-establish  heavy  use  of  the  water- 
front and  to  re-establish  itself  as  a  major  resort  center.   The  project 
will  also  have  a  similar  cumulative  ncnatiwe  effect  on  harbor  area 
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■Approval  of  the  project  would  continue  the  lack  of  meaningful 
planning  in  the  Los  Angeles  Basin,  which  is  responsible  tor  the  de- 
gradation of  the  natural  environment.   There  is  only  one  bay  yet 
it  is  divided  int^two  "Ports".   Instead  of  coordinating  their  efforts 
through  planning  and  thereby  striving  to  minimize  negative  impacts, 
the  two  harbor  jurisdictions  compete  for  potential  expansion.   The 
petro-chemical  complex  extends  over  5  jurisdictions  with  no  planning 
or  public  knowledge  (as  far  as  we  con  determine)  about  its  present 
size.  Industrial  mix,  its  future,  and  its  long  term  environmental 
impact. 


.  almost 

ir 

re  not 
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Within  Long  Ueach  itself,  the  Harbor  Commls 
as  a  separate  municipality.   Its  only  functional 
development  is  economic  expansion,  and  as  the  corwnissioners  a 
elected,  there  is  no  mechanism  to  effectively  keep  then  sensitive 
to  other  goals.   Thus,  one  part  of  Long  Beach's  shoreline  Is  being 
targeted  tor  major  tourist  facilities  whil&  very  close  by  a  plan  for 
a  major  heavy  industrial  use  and  source  ot  pollution  Is  being  considered 
without  any  formal  review  by  elected  representatives  (i.e.  the  City 
Council  of  Long  Beach). 

What  Is  the  cumulative  effect  of 
not  just  this  one  -  on  the  harbor? 


of  the  proposer!  oler  filling  ■ 


11  dredging  cause  erosion  o 
al  re-dredging  of  the  chanm 
open  (  a  possible  long  term  and  cut 

There  should  be  a  discus: 
more  ORV's  to  the  desert. 


the  sandy  beach?  Will  it  require 

for  deep  draft  ships  to  keep  it 
tative  impact)? 

of  the  cumulative  impact  of  attracting 
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GROWTH  INDUCING  IMPACTS 

Tho  EIS  states:   "Regardless  ot  whether  the  proposed  SOHIO 
project  Is  Implemented,  consumption  trends  of  petroleum  products 
along  the  pipeline  route  would  not  be  expected  to  change.  The  proposal 
is  a  transportation  system  and  as  such  would  not  be  'expected  to  be 
a  source  of  additional  petroleum  products  west  of  Midland"(p.  2-1058). 
The  EIS  ooes  on  to  state  that  "no  Increase  In  capacity  of  Los  Anoeles 

In  refineries  beyond  the  projected  1977  Installed  capacity  Is 
believed  to  be  possible  in  a  projection  to  the  year  2000  because  of  the 
rlous  air  quality  problems  which  already  exist  In  the  basin"  (p.  2-1063). 
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The  EIS  reproduces  the  October  6,  1976  New  Source  Review  Rules  by 
the  Southern  Cal I  torn  I  a  Air  Pol  I ut I  on  Control  01  strict.   It  is  not 
at  all  clear  from  these  rules  that  major  new  stetionary  sources  of 
air  pollution  would  be  prohibited  from  the  Los  Angeles  Basin.   These 
rules  contain  numerous  exceptions  and  exemptions  and  are  by  no  means 
Ironclad.   In  particular,  reviews  to  date  of  the  SOHIO  project  show 
that  the  concept  of  trade-offs  as  allowed  by  these  rules  has  not 
been  firmly  established  as  a  practical  formula.   Furthermore,  the 
trade-off  concept  may  be  In  conflict  with  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act. 
Also,  SCAPCO  rules  allow  exceptions  for  projects  that  will  utilize 
"Innovative"  air  pollution  control  systems.   Any  new  refinery 
proposed  for  Southern  California  will  In  all  probability  Include 
numerous  pollution  control  Innovations. 


by  the  EIS  Is 
the  Request  for  Proposal 
to  prospective 


The  cavalier  treatment  of  growth  Inducing  Impact 
In  contrast  to  the  emphasis  placed  on  this  subject  In 
Issued  by  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Inter  I  a 
EIS  consultants  (March  16,  1976): 

"Growth  Impacts  Associated  with  Port  Facility:  Estimate 
population,  employment  and*  Income  growth  associated  with  the  proposed  Long 
Beech  port  facility.   This  effort  will  Include  an- evaluation  of 
additional  local  refining  capacity  needed  and  aval lable.   It  will 
also  Include  an  evaluation  of  potential  for  petrochemical  Industry 
growth  In  the  Los  Angeles  area  that  could  be  generated  by  the  port 
facility"  (p.  26). 

The  Harbor  Department  states,  "Without  the  petroleum  from  the 
proposed  project  It  Is  likely  that  the  present  rate  of  growth  in 
fuel  consumption  will  not  be  maintained."   (Vol.  I  Part  1,  IX-2)   It  this 
Is  true,  then  we  believe  it  must  follow  that  without  the  project 
there  will  be  Increased  efforts  for  conservation  and  to  develop 
alternate  energy  sources.   The  EIR  also  claims  In  this  section  that 
It  cannot  be  determined  whether  project  related  oil  will  be  used  by 
new  or  present  users  (Vol.  t  Pert  I,  IX-2).  This  contradicts  other 
claims  that  the  project  ol I  will  "back  out"  foreign  oil. 

The  project  Is  not  the  Alaskan  oil.  It  Is  to  greatly  Increase  the 
potential  of  the  Los  Angeles  Basin  to  receive  large  supplies  of  this 
oil.   This  Increase  In  terminals,  storage  tanks,  etc.  can  be  expected 
to  attract  new  users  such  as  new  refineries  and  petro-chemlcal 
plants.  In  tho  same  way  a  new  highway  generally  attracts  new  development. 
As  stated  In  the  Eneroy  Volume  of  the  Harbor  Department  EIR,  Page  11-14, 
"Petrochemical  Industry  could  begin  to  flourish  In  the  area." 
Also  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  that  report  points  out  that  new 
refineries  tend  to  locate  where  they  have  good  access  to  both  raw 
materials  and  markets  (p.  11-6).   Also,  In  that  volume 
Is  the  statement  that  "reoulatory  approval  of  a  trans-shipment 
project  would  serve  as  a  precedent  indicating  a  permissive  policy 
toward  petroleum  activity  at  that  location."   (11-7)   In  other  words, 
the  argument  that  additional  petrochemicals,  etc.  could  not  locate  In 
Los  Angeles  beceuse  of  air  pollution  regulations  is  weak. 
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RESPONSE 


Clflaens  Task  Force  on  SOHIO 
January  4,  1977 

The  potential  for  additional  petrochemicals  in  the  harbor  area 
Is  critical  to  Long  Beach  and  the  entire  basin.   Concentrations  of 
such  Industry  have  traditionally  caused  the  out-mlgrat Ion  of  light 
Industry  and  the  middle  class  to  environmentally  cleaner  areas. 
They  are  heavy  contributors  to  air  pollution,  and  public  safety  hazards. 
The  highest  concentration  of  such  Industries  In  the  United  States 
Is  currently  In  the  State  of  New  Jersey.  This  has  been  correlated  with 
the  fact  that  New  Jersey  also  has  the  highest  rate  of  cancer  in  the 
United  States.   Anything  to  encourage  a  larger  concentration  of  such 
uses  In  a  "closed"  air  basin  such  as  Los  Angeles     Is  contrary  to 
the  public  interest.   Furthermore,  such  Industries  have  overall  negative 
economic  effects  on  already  developed  areas  Insofar  as  they  are 
Incompatible  with  existing  land  uses. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

The  EIS  states  "It  Is  unlikely  that 
Alaskan  crude  would  be  made  at  this  time 
and  stated  national  goals.  Such  a  step  » 
require  Federal  financial  al locations  foi 
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lally  to  the  developmen 
(p.  6-13)  The  EIS  fai Is  to  ro 
■as  approved  and  built  on 
companies  that  the  oil  woi 
problem  that  now  exists  I: 


a  decision  not  to  produce 
because  of  possible  shortages 
ould  almost  certainly 
companies  deeply  committed 


nd  marketing  of  Prudhoe  Bay  crude  ol I 

Ion  the  tact  that  the  Alaskan  plpelln 

the  mistaken  premise  of  private  oil 

Id  be  needed  on  the  West  Coast.   The  result 

ketlng  problem  of  a  private  company. 


The  public  has  no  commitment  to  helping  this  company  find  the  i 
way  to  market  Its  product,  which  Is  essentially  what  the  EIS  seems 
to  be  assuming.   The  distinction  between  public  and  private  concerns 
must  be  clarified  by  the  EIS.   The  oil  companies  are  not  public,  nor 
are  they  public  utilities.   Their  products  are  vital  to  the  national 
Interest,  but  It  does  not  follow  that  the  public  Interest  must  become 
Involved  In  marketing  problems  caused  by  the  companies'  own  errors  In 
judgment.   The  pipeline  exists  and  should  It  for  any  reason  not  be 
used  to  full  capacity.  Its  full  capacity  would  be  available  to  help 
alleviate  any  oil  shortages  or  emergencies. 

Discussions  of  air  quality  make  no  consideration  of  the  population 
of  alternative  air  sheds.   Air  pollution  Is  primarily  a  problem 
to  human  health,  although  It  does  effect  flora  and  fauna.   The 
Impact  of  air  pollution  must  be"welghted"  according  to  how  many 
people  will  have  to  breathe  the  degraded  air.   Furthermore,  public 
health  problems  associated  with  air  pollution  do  not  necessarily 
Increase  arithmetically  with  Increased  pollution.   The  EIS  needs  to 
discuss  public  health  thresholds  beyond  which  air  pollution  severely  limits 
activities  end  health. 


Comment    #1 


A  conversion  of   a   second   gas   pipeline 
would   require   an  additional   complete 
environmental   analysis   and    is   consid- 
ered  outside    the   scope   of  this   pro- 
ject . 

Comment   #2 

As   stated    in   Section   1.1.1.1,    under 
Sea  Leg,    a  mix   of   14   tankers   was   used 
for   analyses    in   other   chapters. 

Comment      #3 

The    167inch   Four   Corners   pipeline  has 
sufficient   capacity  to   handle   the   ad- 
ditional   200.000  bbl/d    for  distribu7 
tion   to    local    refineries  by  increasing 
the   pressure   of  the   line. 

Comment   #4 

As   described    in   Section   1.0,    Dominauez 
Hills  has   been  chosen   as   the    inland 
terminal . 


Comment    #5 

Since  most   of  the   proposed   pipeline 
involves    either   conversion   of  existing 
natural   gas    lines   or   construction 
within   existing  utility  rights-of-way 
and  much   of  the   environmental   data 
cannot  be  mapped    in  greater   detail, 
the  maps   are  believed    to  be  adequate. 

Comment   #6 

Typical   cross   sections   and    sketches   of 
aboveground    facilities   are    found    in 
Chapter    1.      Cross    sections   showing   the 
relationship  of  the   pipeline   to   all 
major   adjacent    land   uses   were   con- 
sidered  unnecessary. 

Comment    #7 

The   production  of   Elk  Hills   oil    and 
related   construction   activities   is 
considered   outside    the   scope   of  this 
project . 


Comment   #9 

Liquefaction   in   the   port   and   terminal 
area   is  believed    to   be   adequately 
treated    in   Section   2.1.3.3,    Geological 
Hazards,    and    in   Section  3.1.3.3,    under 
Secondary  Ground    Failures. 

Comment   #10 

Damage    to   the   project  by  tsunamis   is 
not   considered    to   be   a   serious    threat. 
Past    tsunami  occurrences   and    levels   of 
impact   are  described   in   Section 
2.1.3.3. 

Comment   #11 

Section   2.1.6.2   on   the   Los   Angeles   Air 
Shed   description  has   been   revised    to 
reflect   this   comment. 


Comment   #8 

Special    studies    and    analyses   of  seis- 
mic   risk   for   the   pipelines   and   tank 
farms   are   presented   in   the   reference: 
Holmes   and   Narver,    1976.      The   discus- 
sion of   impacts   related   to   seismic 
hazards   is   believed    to   be  adequate. 
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Comment   #12 


Health  effects  are  the  unde 
basis  for  Federal  primary  a 
standards.  BLM  did  not  ass 
impacts  because  their  quant 
involves  controversial  stat 
conclusions.  To  clarify  th 
the  discussions  of  air  qual 
ards  (Section  2.1.6. 5)and 
to  air  pollution  (Section  3 
been  expanded.  The  populat 
to  be  subjected  to  emission 
ternative  sites  are  compare 
applicant's  proposal  in  Cha 
the   FES. 


rlying 
lr  quality 
ess  health 
i  fication 
istical 
is  point, 
ity  stand- 
impacts  due 
.1.6)  have 
ions  likely 
s  from  al- 
d  to  the 
pter  8  of 


Comment  #13 

BLM  finds  s 
cate  that  s 
backed  out . 
would  be  on 
tion  is  cur 
tion  4.1,5 
of  back  out 
determined 
tions,  not 
by  pipeline 
and  consequ 
of  the  proj 


ufficient  evidence  to  indi- 
ome  crude  oil  will  be 
The  principal  benefit 

air  quality.   Quantifica- 
rently  imprecise.   See  See- 
in  the  FES  for  a  discussion 

Additional  refining  is 
by  growth  and  market  condi- 
by  size  of  the  surplus  or 

throughput  capabilities, 
ently  is  beyond  the  scope 
ect . 


Comment  #14 

No  discussion  of  soot-blowing  was  pre- 
sented because  existing  regulations 
prohibit  soot-blowing  in  port  except 
in  an  emergency. 

Comment  #15 

Insignificant  odor  impacts  from  the 
project  are  expected.   Since  this 
question  naturally  arises,  the  subject 
has  been  addressed  in  the  FES  in  Sec- 
tion 3.1.6.1.2,  under  Odors. 

Comment  #16 

Refer  to  the  response  to  Comment  12 
above  . 

Comment  #17 

For  discussions  of  electrical  power 
generation,  refer  to  Sections 
3; 1.6. 1.2  and  3.1.6.2.2,  under  Emis- 
sions From  Electrical  Power  Genera- 
tion. 


Comment  #18 

Chapter  4,  Mitigating  Measures,  has 
been  substantially  revised  and  ex- 
panded, including  discussions  of  com- 
mitted and  proposed  tanker  operation 
measures.   Appendix  Al . 1 . 1 . 1  has  been 
expanded  to  include  discussions  of 
tanker  equipment  and  operations. 

Comment  #19 

In  light  of  the  additional  committed 
mitigating  measures  included  in  Sec- 
tion 4.2.2  regarding  segregated  bal- 
last and  inerting  systems,  no  contra- 
diction between  the  desire  to  limit 
air  pollution  and  to  limit  tanker  haz- 
ards is  anticipated. 

Comment  #20 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  or 
the  California  Air  Resources  Board 
will  determine  the  adequacy  of  trade- 
offs in  negotiations  during  the  subse- 
quent permitting  process.   Discussions 
of  several  trade-offs  have  been  added 
to  Section  4.1.5  of  the  FES. 


Comment  #21 

Please  refer  to  the  responses  to  Com- 
ments 13  above  and  43  below. 

Comments  #22  and  #23 

The  potential  for  fires  along  the 
pipeline  route  is  very  low  and  no  im- 
pacts are  anticipated.   The  impacts  of 
potential  fires  are  discussed  in  Sec- 
tion 3.1.17. 

Comment  #24 

The  potential  and  impacts  of  sabotage 
have  been  added  in  Section  3.1.17. 

Comment  #25 

Section  3.1.17  has  been  expanded  to 
reflect  tanker  explosions. 

Comment  #26 

Chapter   4  has   been  revised   to   discuss 
the   effectiveness   of  mitigating  meas- 
ures.     Also,    Section   3.1.17   has   been 
expanded    to   discuss    fire   hazards   and 
explosions . 
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Comment  #27 


Comment  #35 


The  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  5 
take  into  account  general  procedures 
of  accepted  oil  spill  contingency 
plans  rather  than  an  evaluation  of 
this  specific  plan.   The  oil  spill 
contingency  plan  is  available  as  re- 
ferenced in  the  Table  of  Contents  in 
Chapter  1 . 

Comments  #28  through  #33 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  master  plan, 
not  the  City  of  Long  Beach  general 
plan,  governs  development  of  the  Port 
of  Long  Beach  and  applies   where  con- 
flicts in  various  city  plans  occur. 
Section  2.1,13.1.  Sea  Leg  and  Port  of 
Long  Beach,  and  3.1.13.1,  Coastal,  Sea 
Leg  and  Port ,  have  been  changed  to 
clarify  this  point. 

Comment  #34 

Interpretation  of  the  California 
Coastal  Plan  Policy  is  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  California  Coastal  Com- 
mission and  isviewed  as  a  political 
question  not  within  the  scope  of  this 
Federal  ES. 


The  recreationa 
Beach  is  descri 
under  San  Pedro 
County.  Impact 
sources  in  Long 
Section  3.1.12. 
Coast  and  Port 
mitigating  meas 
impacts  are  con 
4.2.2,  Port  of 
Areas , 

Comment  #36 


1  environment  of  Long 
bed  in  Section  2.1.12.3 

Bay  and  Los  Angeles 
s  on  recreation  re- 
Beach  are  described  in 
3,  Southern  California 
of  Long  Beach,  and 
ures  to  minimize  these 
tained  in  Section 
Long  Beach  and  Terminal 


The  distance  from  the  proposed  break- 
water and  the  existing  outer  harbor 
breakwater  is  at  least  3,000  feet, 
which  is  considered  quite  adequate  for 
safe  navigation.   No  text  change  was 
believed  necessary. 

Comment  #37 

Only  projects  that  are  directly  relat- 
ed to  and  necessary  for  implementation 
of  the  SOHIO  proposal  are  analyzed  in 
the  ES.   Thus,  projects  such  as  the 
proposed  marina  and  pier  are  outside 
the  scope  of  the  ES. 


Comment  #38 

The  depth  of  the  port  area  for  the 
SOHIO  tankers  has  been  increased  to  62 
feet.   See  Section  1,2.2.1,  under 
Dredging. 

Comment  #39 

Information  relative  to  solar  power  as 
a  feasible  alternative  for  the  pump 
stations  is  very  limited  and  no  techr 
nology  for  generating  the  needed  quan- 
tity of  power  has  been  demonstrated, 

Comment  #40 

Cumulative  effects  of  harbor  construc- 
tion for  the  year  2000  are  discussed 
only  in  relation  to  the  effects  of  the 
construction  for  the  SOHIO  project  in 
the  appropriate  sections  in  Chapter  3. 

Comment  #41 

There  will  be  no  effect  on  the  sandy 
beach  (see  Section  3.1.5.1.2,  under 
Circulation  Patterns) .   Impacts 
associated  with  possible  maintenance 
dredging  requirements  are  presented  in 
Section  3.1.8.1.1,  under  Dredging  and 
Filling  Activities. 


Comment  #42 

Impacts  of  the  proposal  facilitating 
ORV  access  are  discussed  in  Section 
3.1.12.3,  under  California  Desert. 


Comment  #43 

As  proposed, 
increase  cru 
Angeles  but 
crude  oil. 
tion  3,1.16. 
sion  of  EPA 
Section  2.1. 
between  emis 
ance  of  air 
changes  were 

Comment  #44 


this  projec 
de  oil  impor 
would  replac 
This  is  disc 
5.  Refer  to 
interpretive 
6.5  for  the 
sions  growth 
quality.   No 

believed  to 


t  would  not 

ts  to  Los 

e  foreign 

ussed  in  See- 
the discus- 
rulings  in 

relationship 
and  mainten- 
further  text 
be  warranted 


The  reference  to  possible  shortages 
and  national  goals  has  been  deleted  in 
Section  8.1.1. 

Comment  #45 

Refer   to   the   response   to   Comment    12 
above.      Discussions   of  alternatives   to 
the   project   in   Chapter   8   of   the   FES 
take    socioeconomic    factors,    such   as 
numbers   of  persons   impacted,    into 
account . 
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BfVinCMUVTAL  CLEAR! MCHDUSfc 


24  January  1977 


Chirlit  It.    Tulloaa.   Project  lUmg*! 
U.    S.    Bureau  of  Land  management 
Poat  Office  Box  600 
Los  Alemltos,   California        90720 

Dear  Ht.    Tulloaai 

I  *lah  to  make  the   following  comments   concerning  the  DEIS  Crude  Oil 
Treneportation  System  ee  proposed  by  Sohlo   Transportation  Company. 

(1)  The  twenty  pumping  unit*  would  be  powered  by  overhead  transmits 
llnee  connected  to  a  transformer  aubatetlon  at  each  lite.  The 
utilities  serving  each  area  would  provide  this  power.  (Referen 
Chapter  1U-96,  Chapter  2.2-891)  The  report  etetee  that  these 
transmission  lines  would  slightly  modify  land  uee   In  certain 


aectlo 


The. 


tin 


I  This  part  of   the  OtlS  should  be  much  more  detailed. 
would  pass  very  close  to  the  Kofe  ■Udllfe  refuge  and  thus  the* 
have  the  potential   ef  disturbing  the  habitat.      Secondly,   these 

I  lines   could  have  extremely  adverse  effects  on  the  iconic  quality 
of  our  desert  landscape. 

I  In   sub,    the    Information  concerning  power   line  construction  la 
scanty  and   Incomplete   In  terms  of  location,   noise  which  would  be 
subtle  but  audible,    and  detraction  fro*,  acenlc  areas. 


2)  ".This  draft  bIS,  as  others,  doea  not  Include  a  section  on 
•possibility  of  terrorise)  and  sabotage.     With  oil  we  are  de 

4|"lth  an  Increasingly  valuable  natural  resource  In  addition 
la  tremendous  potentlel--and  often  ell    too  real- -polluter. 


continued  next  pege 


RESPONSE 


24  Jan< 
Pege  2 


T.  Tulloss 
sry  1977 


nts  Sohlo  DEIS 


Let  me  expleln  my  position  more  fully.   In  Chapter  2.2-893,  the 
Importance  of  commercial  fishing  to  the  economies  of  the  Pacific 
Coast  statea  Is  described.   Nhet  we  find  Is  that  fisheries  consti- 
tute en  old  end  extremely  valuable  source  of  Income  in  these 
ereae.  The  possibility  of  an  accldentel  oil  spill  Is  discussed 
(Chapter  3.3-52}  but  never  a  word  about  the  aecurlty  pracautlone 
to  be  taken  et  loading,  shipping,  or  unloading  stations  to  avoid 
possible  terrorist  activity  thst  might  damage  these  economies 
purposely.  Might  It  not  be  possible  for  a  email  and  committed 
band  of  people  to  fire  storege  tanks  or  teke  control  of  a  tanker 
and  threaten  to  discharge  oil  Into  coaatal  wetera  where  fleh  are 
the  most  plentiful  unless  their  demands  are  acceded  to?  Not  only 
is  there  danger  to  commercial  fisheries  but  also  to  mlldllfe 
habitat  such  ss  the  Farafellon  midlife  Refuge. 


"J 


Undtr    Bltarnatlvai 

tltwmat  Wa— that 
attantlon. 


Chaptar  B t a- 1 ,  probably  the  aoat  obvious 
II   a  tiana-Canada  plp.llna  -la  glvan   llttla 


Tha  Kltlaat,  B.C.  (Chaptar  8.6-4)  altamatl 
bacauaa  It  la  ahortor  In  langth  than  othar 
tha  on.  which  la  tha  aubjact  of  thta  DfclS. 
.listing  utility  rights-of-way  tharaby  Ian 
a*ntal    lapacta.     Now 


la  vary  appaal  lng 
tornatlv.a   Including 
t   would    alao   par. 11.1 
lng  ad*'araa  anvlrotv 
I  arrangawont   auch  aa  ARAMCO  can 
b.  auca.aafully  wad.  In  Arabia,  a  nation  of  totally  "dlffarlng 
political  and  ragulatlva  factora",   than  auraly  aoa.  furthar 
conaldaratlon  ahould  ba  glvan  to  a  Canadlan-Aaarlcan  plpalln. 
vontura,   wvsn  If  tha  Kltlaat  altarnatlva  la  not  ldaal. 

Thla  concludaa  ay  coaaanta  on  tha  Sohlo  DEIS.     1  hopa  you  will  conaldar 
th«a  In  praparlng  tha  final   Env 1 ronaanta 1   lapact  Stataaant. 


Comments    1,    2   and    3 


Because  of  a 
tion  on  the 
power-line  r 
lary  facilit 
mental  envir 
formal  appli 
ity  companie 
mental  analy 
the  BLM  will 
noise,  and  o 
consider  alt 
minimize  imp 
further  anal 
FES  in  Secti 
mission  Line 
pacts . 

Comment   #4 


lack  of  precise   informa- 
location  of  proposed 
ights-^of-way,    these   ancil- 
ies  will   require   supple- 
onmental   analyses   when 
cations    from   public   util- 
s   are  made.      The   environ- 
sis   reports    prepared   by 

include    scenic,   wildlife, 
ther    impacts,    and   will 
ernative   alignments    to 
acts.      The   need    for   this 
ysis   has  been   added   to    the 
on   1.2.3.2,    under   Trans- 
s,    and   3.0,    Summary  of   Im- 


A  discussion  of  terrorism   and    sabotage 
has   been  added    to    Section  3.1.17. 

Comment   #5 

The  discussion  of  the  Kitimat  alter- 
native has  been  revised  and  expanded 
in   Section   8.2.1    of   the   FES. 
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National  Wildlife  Federation 


National  Wildlife  Federation 


January    24,    19 


The   Honorable  Cecil    D.    Andrus 

Secretary 

Department  of   Interior 

Washington,    D.C.    20240 


Dear  Mr.   Secretary: 


Recent   studies   have   indicated  a  potential  environmental    problem  not 
fully  considered   in   the  draft   environmental    impact   statement   entitled, 
"Crude  Oil   Transportation  System:    Valdez,    Alaska   to  Midland,    Texas,     (as 
proposed  by  the  SOHIO  Transportation  Company)."     There  are  two  aspects  o 
the  "SOKIO  proposal    for  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline   System    (TAPS)    on  which 
we  wish   1 


The   first    item  involves   the    425-square-mlle   Columbia   Glacier,    which  may 
pose  a   threat   to    the   supertankers   that  will   soon  be  entering   the   nearby 
port  of  valdez.      Scientists  of  the    U.S.    Geological    Survey  have   repeatedly 
warned   that    the   glacier  could  be  on   the  verge  of  a  drastic   retreat   that 
would  discharge  numerous    icebergs   into  Prince  William  Sound.      They  have 
requested   funds   for  a  study  to  research  accurately   the  extent  of  retreat  of 
this   glacier  and  the  consequent   introduction  of  masses   of  ice  by   calving 
into  the  Sound.      One  USGS  glaciologist  estimated  that   the   glacier  could 
discharge  a  cubic  mile  of   ice  per  year  into  the  Sound  as   Icebergs   for  the 
next    30   to   50  years.      These   icebergs   could  seriously  endanger  tanker  navi- 
gation.     The   threat   to  safe   navigation    in   the  Sound  is  heightened  by   the 
strong   currents,    winds,    and  often  heavy  patches  of   fog  occurring  in   the   area. 

More    importantly,    the   accelerated   retreat  of   the   Columbia   Glacier   might 
result   in   the   complete  blocking  of  all    shipping   lanes   into  the  port  of  Valdez 
This   would  be   a  particularly   serious   situation  because    the   storage   capacity 
at   Valdez    consists  of  only    15   tanks,    each  holding  510,000  barrels.      This   Is 
sufficient    for  approximately   7-6  days,    based  on   a  2  million  barrel-per-day 
delivery  rate.      In  the  event  of  tanker  Incapacity  for  a  long  period  of  tine, 
perhaps  more    than  a  week,    the  entire  pipeline   operation  would  cease.      Further 
nearly    7  days  are   needed  in  order  to  stop  and  re-start  the    transport  of  oil 
through  the  pipeline.     The  difficulty  and  expense  of  stopping  and  starting 
pipeline  operation  may   tempt   shippers   to  continue   transporting  oil    under 
marginal  or  even   treacherous   conditions    for  tankers. 

According  to  the    final   environmental    Impact   statement  on  TAPS,    the  port 
of  Valdez  was   selected  as  a  terminal  because   it  offers   "year  round  operation 
et  an  ice-free  port,   very  deep  waters,   easy  accessibility,   and  ample  man- 
euvering room."     As  Valdez  beglni  to  operate  as  the  southern  terminal  of  the 


Hon.    Cecil    D.    Andrus 


January  24,    1977 


Trans-Alaska   pipeline,    use  of   the   shipping  routes    into  the   Port  will    increase 
considerably.      This    intensifies   the   potential   threat   to  tanker  navigation 
presented  by  a   retreat  of   the   Columbia  Glacier.      We  believe   that    the   draft 
environmental    statement  on  the   SOU  10  proposal   should  address    these  problems 
and   invite  discussion   thereon.      In  addition.    It  would  be  appropriate  to 
list  what   studies    dealing  with   these    issues   are    under  way  at   present. 
Any  alternative  port   locations  or  methods  of  handling   the    Iceberg  threat 
should  also  be  more    fully  examined. 

The    draft  environmental    impact   statement    is  deficient   in   these   areas.      In 
view  of   the  possibility   that   severe  calving  of   the  Columbia   Glacier  could 
Incapacitate  or   sink    tankers  entering  or    leaving  Valdez  with  consequent  oil 
spillage,   the   failure  of  the  draft  statement  to  consider  these  problems 
renders   it   inadequate. 

Sincerely, 


Amett,  NWF  Pres. 
Schneider,  NWF  Reg.  Exec. 
Crouse,  NW?  neg.  Dir. 
Nelson,  Alaska  Wildlife  Fed. 


RESPONSE 

Comment   #1 

The  hazards  of   icebergs   discussion  has 
been  expanded    in   the   Tanker   Traffic 
Study   in   Appendix   Al . 1 . 1 . 1-A  of   the 
FES,    and   discussion  has   been  added   to 
Section  3.1.5.1.2   of   the   FES. 
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Comment   #1 

The   Tanker  Traffic    Study  has  been   ex- 
panded  and   is   presented  as   Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A  of    the  FES.      Additional   in- 
formation has    also  been   added   on   tank- 
er  operations    and    safety    in   Appendix 
Al. 1.1.1    and    Section   3,1.17    of   the 
FES.      Additional    tanker-equipment   mi- 
tigating measures   have   been   added   to 
Section  4.2.2. 


Comment    #2 

Additional   discussion   of   potential    air 
quality   impacts   at   Valdez  has   been    in- 
cluded   in   Section  3.1.6,    under   Port 
Valdez.       The    full    gamut    of   the   Alaskan 
study  was    not   incorporated    in    the   FES 
because   potential    impacts    pertain   to 
the   entire   Alaska   North   Slope   oil 
trade   and   are   expected   to    arise  whe- 
ther  or  not   the   proposed   project   is 
approved.      The   Valdez   Air   Quality 
Study   is   available,    as   referenced   in 
the   Table   of   Contents    for   Chapter    1, 
but    does   not   clearly  define    incremen- 
tal   impacts    from  the   proposed   project. 


RESPONSE 


U725  N.  70th  St. 
3cottsdale,  Arizona   85251 
January  11,  1977 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P0  Bok  660 

Los  Alamltos,  California  90720 

Dear  31r: 

This  letter  Is  written  on  behalf  of  the  Arizona  wilderness  Study 
Committee,  a  new  group  dedicated  to  ^reserving  our  state's  wilder- 
ness areas  and  scenic  resourees. 

Because  the  30HI0  prooosal  Involves  a  minimum  of  new  construction, 
and  most  of  that  In  areas  that  have  already  been  disturbed,  we 
have  no  major  objections  to  It.   However,  we  do  feel  that  two  of 
the  oroiosed  pumping  stations  are  poorly  located  and  should  be 
moved  to  alternative  sites. 

The  Livingston  Dump  station  would  be  looated  on  the  northwestern 
boundary  of  the  Kofa  Tame  Hange,  directly  along  the  access  road 
to  the  Crystal  Hills  Camoground.   Besides  disrupting  views  of  the 
Kofas  from  Highway  95  and  Intruding  on  the  feeling  of  wlldness 
and  solitude  along  the  Crystal  Hills  road,  the  Dump  station  would 
be  located  In  an  area  which  conservationists  have  proposed  as  an 
addition  to  the  Game  Hange.   A  man  Is  enclosed  showing  this  and 
other  proposed  additions,  whloh  were  endorsed  In  197U  by  such 
groups  as  the  Sierra  Club,  Wilderness  Soolety,  Friends  of  the 
Barth,  Arizona  Conservation  Council,  and  Southern  Arizona  Hiking 
Club.   The  Llvlngaton  numn  station  should  be  moved  a  few  miles 
west,  to  the  o"«oslte  side  of  Highway  95,  so  as  to  reduce  its 
visual  impact  on  the  Kofas  and  retain  the  area  Just  outside  Its 
boundaries  as  a  Potential  addition  the  Game  Hange. 

I  We  also  feel  that  the  Blaok  Mountain  DUm*>  station,  northwest  of 
San  Manuel,  would  badly  disrupt  open-snace  and  seenlo  values  In 
this  area.   We  urge  that  the  station  be  moved  approximately  thir- 
teen miles  to  the  east  In  order  to  make  use  of  existing  facilities 
near  San  Manuel. 

Thank  you  for  this  onnortunlty  to  present  our  views. 

Sincerely, 

Tom  Wright,  Chairman 

Arizona  Wilderness  Study  Comm, 


Comment    #1 


Alternative    locations   and  other  miti- 
gating measures   were  reexamined    for 
the   Livingston   Pump   Station.      A  new 
discussion   of  mitigation   for   this   pump 
station  has   been   added    to   Section 
4.2.4. 

Comment    #2 

While    the   Draft   ES   proposes    a  mitiga- 
ting measure    to  relocate   the   Black 
Mountain   Pump   Station  eastward    13 
miles,    this   now  does   not   appear   to  be 
feasible   in   terms   of ,pipel ine  hydrau- 
lics  because   of  the    increase    in  eleva- 
tion. 
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Mr.   Charles  R.   Tulloss, Project  Manager 

Bureau  of   Land  Management 

SOHIO  E1S   Project 

P.O.   Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  Ca.  90720 

Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

An  evaluation  of  the  EI3  for  a  crude  oil  pipeline  proposed  by  the 
SOHIO  Corp.  was  made  and  the  following  comments  are  made  in  regards 
to  that  portion  within  the  State  of  Arizona. 

In  several  places  comments  are  made  concerning  the  sensitivity  of 
the  desert  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the  Dome  Rock  Mtns.,  as  well 
aa  the  critical  location  of  a  sheep  watering  facility  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  pipeline  corridor;  pages  i-2itO,)~2U9   and  3-269. 

On  page  4-32,  as  a  mitigation,  it  la  proposed  to  eliminate  the 
powerllne  thr*  the  Copperbottom  Basin  that  would  have  serviced  the 
Ehrenberg  pump  station.  The  Sheep  Society  concurr*  In  this  mitigation. 

I  It  Is  felt  that  additional  mitigation*  are  needed  for  the  Dome  Rock 
Mtns.  The  applicant  should  construct  at  least  two  or  more  sheep 
watering  facilities  Is  the  Dean  Rock  Mtns  to  preclude  the  possibility 
the  one  now  in  axlstance  near  th*  pipeline  corridor  be  Irrevocably 
and  irretriviaklj  r  amoved  from  sheep  usuage  by  any  act  of  man. 

The  pipeline  will  eroaa  the  Kofa  Game  Range,  the  only  dedicated  game 
refuge  in  Its  entire  length  and  an  arm*  uaia.ua  only  to  the  state  of 
Arizona.  This  refuge  was  aat  aaida  to  presarve  sheep  habitat  and 
bighorn  sheep  for  the  general  populace  of  the  United  States. 

I  The  EIS  does  not  adequately  diacusa  the  reason  for  additional 
construction,  although  from  most  recant  information  it  appears 
carrying  capacity  1*  either  totally  lacking  or  insufficient  for 
projected  usuage.  Also  Lacking  is  the  past  history  of  the  Kofa  Game 
Range  and  the  reason  for  setting  aaido  this  land  as  a  wildlife 
refuge.  It  1*  fait  this  information  should  have  bean  Included  in 
the  EIS  for  consideration  of  the  total  impact  on  the  game  range 

I  On  page  4-37  as  a  mitigation  for  impact^  on  the  game  range,  two 
improved  cattle  guards  are  to  be  built.  This  is  not  a  mitigation 
because  the  cattle  guards  now  existing  will  be  removed  as  a 
consequence  of  the  new  construction  and  will  have  to  be  replaced. 


tytfW 
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Page  2 


Mr.   Charles 


The  applicant  to  properly  mitigate  the  land  to  be   included  in  the 

expanded  pipeline  corridor  should  be  required  to  replace   in  kind  a 

like  amount  of  land.   Such  land  is  presently  available   in  the  form 

of  private   inholdings,   grazing  allottments  and  mineral  claims 

within  the  confines  of  the  Kofa  Game  Range.    In  addition, the  applicant 

can  undertake  improvement  work  on  charcos  In  the   immediate  vicinity 

of  the  pipeline  corridor  and  such  other  habitat   improvements  as  may 

be  deemed  necessary  to  mitigate  for  the  disturbance  of  the  construction 

activities  on  the  Kofa  Game  Range. 

I  The  final  ELS  should  devote  greater  emphlais  to  impacts  in  the  Uome 
Rock  Mtns  and  the  Kofa  Game  Range  and  in  particular  the  impacts  that 
will  accrue  to  sheep  management  In  these  areas. 


Sincerely 


President  * 

By  -Barley  Toung  Jr.       * 
Legislative  Chairman 


RESPONSE 
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Comment   #1 


The   watering    trough  is  more    than    100 
yards   upslope    from  the   right-of-way; 
therefore,   no    impacts    to   the    trough 
are   anticipated. 

Comment   #2 


The   34.2-mile   segment   east   of 
Livingston,   which   crosses   a   portion  of 
the   Kofa   Game   Range ,   requires  new  con- 
struction because    there    is  not   a   30- 
inch   line   available   that    could   be  uti- 
lized  by  this    project.      Since   there   is 
an   existing  right-of-way   through  the 
Kofa   Game   Range,    and   all   construction 
would   be   within   this   right-of-way,    the 
roposed   project   would   have    little 
earing   on   the   purpose    for   the   estab- 
lishment  of  the   Kofa   Game   Range. 


I 


Comment   #3 

The    text   was   revised   by  removing   this 
statement    from   the  mitigation   section. 

Comment   #4 

The   U.S.    Fish   and   Wildlife   Service    is 
working  with   the   applicant   on  mitigat- 
ing measures    for   trie   Kofa   Game   Range. 

Comment    #5 


Comment   was   noted   but   no    text   change 
was   believed   to  be  necessary. 
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TUCSON    AUDUBON    SOCIETY 


TUCSON.    ARIZONA 

6712  Hirrin  rtnce 
Tucson,  \Z  8570h 
19  January  1977 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.( .  Box  660 

Los  Alaraitos,   CA  9  J?20 

Gentlemen, 

In  our  original   letter  we  made   no  objections  to  the  transmission  pipeline  but  only 
asked  that  all  safety  precautions  to  prevent  spills  and  harrasanont  of  wildlife  be 
seriously  considered.      However  after  detailed  review  of  the  6  volume   Draft  cirviron- 
v.ental   Iramct  statement,   we  are  constrained  to   seriously  question  if  the  £1  Paso 
Natural  Oas  pipeline  should  be  used  for  the  transmission  of  crude  oil.     Detailed 
review  of  the  draft   £.1.5.   lnter-alia  discloses: 

1.  Crude  oil  spills  all  alon£  the  line  are  to  be  expected  and  will  be  consid- 
ered nore  or  less  as  routine  and  incidental  to  this  type  of  operation. 

2.  lumping  stations  will  be  noisy  and  subject  to  periodic  breakdowns.     Noise 
levels  will  be  to  a  considerable  extent  an  element  in  harrassing  wildlife. 

3«   Power  transmission  lines  to  pump  stations  will  be  objectionable   from  an  aes- 
thetic viewpoint,   will  disturb  wildlife  and  in  some  cases  eradicate  both  vege- 
tation and  wildlife. 
k.   Many  additional  cross-country  roads  will  be  made  that  will  attract  OFF-HOAD 
vehicles  and  will  as  a  result  further  desecrate  public  lands,  thereby 
adding  substantially  to  harrassnent  of  wildlife. 
5-  The   il  Paso  natural  gas  pipeline  was  not  designed  nor  engineered  for  trans- 
mission of  heavy  crude  oil.     The  lino  in  question  was  designed  and  installed 
for  transmission  of  essentially  weightless  natural  gas  under  pressure  and  not 
for  heavy  crude  oil  which  requires  additional   stressing  for  weight  as  well 

I  as  pressure.     £.1.3.    states  line  will  be   fully  hydrotested,   but  nowhere  is 
there   any  mention  under  what  pressure  the  crude  oil  will  be  pumped,   and  what 
safety  margin  will  be  maintained  within  the  hydro-teat  limits. 

6.  The  £1  Paso  natural  gas  pipeline  has  been  in  use  for  a  considerable  number 
of  years  during  which  it  has  been  subjected  to  various  stresses,   and  there- 
fore might  fail  under  stress  of  weight  and  pressure  due  to  metal  fatigue 
that  Fay  not  have  manifested  itself  during  hydro-testing. 

7.  i^iany  areas  particularly  in  southern  California  that  are  traversea  by  the  31 
Paso  pipeline  replete  with  geological  faults  which  will  make  transmission 

of  heavy  crude  oil  under  hi^h  pressure  extremely  hazardous.     Other  areas  tra- 
versed by  the   21  :jaso  pipeline  are  subject  to  liquefaction.     Moreover  the   gas 
line  was  installed  under   -round  and  above  ground  for  carrying  essentially 
wei-htless  natural  gas  under  pressure,   therefore  the  entire  length  of  the  £L 
.^aso  pipeline  must  be  considered  suspect  in  it's  ability  to  withstand  trans- 
mission of  heavy  crude  oil  under  pressure. 
j.   It  must  be  mentioned  here  that  in  order  to  make  the  project  commercially 
profitable  the  crude  oil  will  have  to  be  pumped  at  the  outer  limits  of  the 
allowable  pressure,   thereby  subjecting  tne  pipeline  to  very  hi^h  risks. 


19  Jar.i  r 


iineo   the   Vr   pollution   in    .■-.-•   Los    jv-eles   -   Lon::  Beach  air  shed  already  exceeds 
.i.A  r.'.  ■■;■,     ■  thct  th'j  city  of  Urn-1   ■■■    ■ 

allow  t   1  l'  a   tank  farr,  v.d  th;  continual  unl-adin-  of  crude  oil 

fror.  several   tt-uere   simultaneously.      '■:  considerable  nellution  esca  es  into  the 
atmosphere  while  unloading,    rilling  ballast   taji<s  and  continually  from  tank  farm 
storar^.      ."o   unload  at   some  other  point  alon-   -.he  California  const  ■;ould  be  equally 
objjcticnabls  c-?causo  of  it's  harmful  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife,     oince  the 
recent  oil  disaster  in  the    ianta  Barbara  channel,   it  is  doubtful  if  southern  Cali- 
fornia r  tne  unloadin-  of  crude  oil  any  where  along  tne 
southern  Californin  shores. 

The  selection  .of  tho  now  unused  il  Paso  ilataral  ijas  pl.-oline  aonears  to  be  a 

I  matter  of  economics  rather  than  of  sound  engineering  principles,  ether  avenues  of 
a  proaci  ti   nc-J  but  h?vc  b?en  more  or  less   BlEimarlly  dismissed  as  not 

worth;'  °-    serious  consideration.      A  full    Length  over  lone,  route  throu-h  Canada  may 
I  warrant  detailed   study.      Hie  use  cf  railroads  nay  also  merit  assessment  in     1 
since  at  least  one    ra   Iroad  has  expressed  such  underta:clng  to  be  ■.rithlr.  it's  existing 
capability. 

In  closing  w:  .fish  to  50  on  record  that  wc  feel  the  use  of  the  3.  Paso  Natural  Gas 
pipeline  for  transmission  of  he-vy  crud's  oil  over  hazardous  terrain  waa  ill  chosen 
and  should  be  con  letel;.  re-ev.iluated. 
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RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


When   the   design  has   been  completed   and 
the   testing   and   stress   analysis   is 
finished,    the   design   pressures   will 
then  be   established.      Preliminary  de- 
sign has   indicated   the   operating 
pressure   will   be   approximately   700 
psi  . 

Comment    #2 

The   Trans-Canada   alternative   was   anal- 
yzed   in   the   Trans-Alaska   Pipeline # Sys- 
tem EIS   and   considered    in   the  decisior 
to   use   the   route    to  Valdez;      BLM  does 
not   believe   another   analysis   is   re- 
quired . 

Comment   #3 

The   discussion  of   the   alternative   of 
shipment   by  rail   has   been   expanded    in 
Section   8.3.1   of  the   FES. 
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CARPINTERIA   VALLEY  ASSOCIATION 

387   LAMBERT  ROAD  •   CARPIfVTERIA,  CALIFORNIA  93013 


December    30,    1°76 


Ch?rles 
Troject 
Burea> 


P.  Tulle 
ager 


Land  Management 
SOHIO  EIS  Project 
r.O.  Box  660 
Los  Alamito<=,  Ca . •  90720 


We  find  that  the  draft  SIS  does  not  address  itself  adeauate 
r  immediate  concern  —  that  of  the  proposed  SOHIO  oil  tanker 
ansportation  route  through  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel ;and  the 


In  your  recent  briefing  in  Santa  Barbara  Admiral  Price, of  the 
Coast  Guard,  stated, in  effect, that  traffic  in  the  Channel  was  not 
heavy  enough  to  worry  about  additional  tanker  traffic.  It  is  felt 
that  what  has  happened  in  less  problamatical  areas  belies  this 
assertion.  We  doubt  that  establishing  additional  navigational  aids 
and  regulations  will  give  adequate  assurance  of  protection  from 
the  hazards  involved  in  this  proposed  route. 

Therefore,  we  urgently  recommend  that  if  Long  Beach  is  to  be 
the  SOHIO  tanker   terminal,  or  unless  a  terminal  with  pipeline 
adjunct  is  constructed  beyond  the  western  entrance   to  the  Channel, 
regulations  be  adopted  making  mandatory  routing  of  all  SOHIO  tankers 
outside  of  the  Channel  Islands. 
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As  this  fleet  wil 
be  imposed  with  the  co-oper 
and  other  appropriate  agenc 


nder  U.S.  registery  such  regulations  could 
of  the  Oil  Company,  Coast  Guard, 


ts  widest  point,  bounded  ty 
Any  tanker  spill  cannot 
Island  beaches  --  as  has 


Shipping  lanes  are  only  some  10  miles  from  the  mainland  and  less 
from  the  Islands.  In  inclement  weather  this  poses  a  threat  of 
tankers  running  o*f  course  and  aground.  (You  are  well  aware  of 
the  number  of  such  incidents  -  -five  of  which  have  occurred  during 
the  past  two  weeks.) 


Sincerely  yours. 


Sidenberg, Jr. 


Tn  prevailing  high 
course  could  collid 
platforms,  or  with 
in  the  north  bound 
wly  : 


the 


ieas,  winds  and  fog,  tankers  only  slightly  off 
•  with  existing  and  future  drilling  rigs  and/or 
>ther  vessels.   (Tn  1968  two  vessels  collided 
ihipping  lane;  in  1969  the  Lurline,  a  passenger 
ised  colliding  with  a  drilling  rig  operating 


Past  President  and  Chairman  of  the  Board 
net  Oil  Out, Inc. 

Former  Member  of  the  Board  of  League  of 
Women   Voters,  Chairman  of  Legislative  Action 
Committee. 


nge  of  the  shipping  lane.) 


To  date  it  has  been  dxfficultto  accurately  estimate  the  exact 
amount  of  increased  air  pollution  "genera ted  by  the  SOHIO  tanker 
traffic  in  the  Channel.   However,  it  is  known  that  presently  on 
many  days  ozone  count  in  that  area  is  higher  than  established 
limits. 

During  the  past  two  weeks  it  has  again  been  demonstrated  that 
containment  and  recovery  systems  are  not  yet  effective  in  handling 
any  sizeable  spill.   Increasing  tanker  traffic  through  the  narrow 
confines  of  the  Channel  poses  such  a  threat  of  pollution  which 
cannot  be  controlled  that  it  should  not  be  permitted  —  especially 
in  this  environmentally  sensitive  area  still  suffering  from  a 
daily  flow  of  oil, uncontrolled  since  the  Platform  A  blowout. 


RESPONSES 


Comment   #1 


Discussions   of  tanker  hazards,    oil 
spills   and   air   quality  in   the    Santa 
Barbara   Channel    are    in  Appendix 
Al.l.l.l-A,    Tanker   Traffic    Study,    the 
Moving    Source    Study,    and    Sections 
3.1.5.1.2   and   3.1.6. 
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DESIGN/ DEVELOPMENT   WEST   INC. 

S336  FOUNTAIN    AVE.    LOS   ANGELES,  CALIF.    90029 
213/469-2145 


January   6,    1977 

Bureau  of   Land  Management 
Project   Manager 
SOHIO  EIS   Project   Office 
P.O.    Bo*  660 
Lo3    AlamUos,    CA  90720 

Re:  Alternate   Site   In   Southern   California   for   Proposed 

SOHIO  Crude   Oil  Transport 


Gentlemen : 

iA  highly   acceptable   population-remote,   environmentally   superior 
and  economically    feasible   alternate   site    for   importation   of 
Alaskan   crude   oil    Is   available   at   Deer  Creek   in  Ventura  County 
Just    to  the   east   of   Point   Mugu  State    Park.      Your  serious   consi- 
deration of  this   alternative   site    is   respectfully   requested  even 
though   SOHIO  or   others   In   the   petroleum  Industry   have   not   offered 
It  as  an  alternate   Import  point. 

From   485   to  more   than  2,000   acres   of  isolated   foothill    land  may 
be   obtained   for  shore    facilities   serving  a  deepwater  port   ac- 
comodating all   classes   of  tankers   within  two  miles   of  shore,   and 
in   an   open-ocean   location  of  relatively   calmer  wave    action,    tides, 
ocean  current,   air  movement   and   maritime   traffic.      Additionally, 
if  not   mo3t   important,   the  Deer  Creek   site   Is   quite   remote    from 
populated   areas,   with    fewer  than    300   residents  within    five   miles. 
Further,    the   Jeer  Creek  site   is  nearly   surrounded  with   public 
park    lands   assuring  no  urban  encroachment   pressures.      Its   remote 
.'urn   Ventura  County   may  be    inter-connected  econ- 
omically  with    the    Elk    Hills    Naval    Petroleum  Reserve    also,    thus 
bolstering  its   desirability    from  a  national   security   standpoint. 

Crude   oil   throughput    from  Deer   Creek  will   require   approximately 
50   miles   more   pipeline   than   If  from  Long  Beach;   but   over   100   miles 
less   than   Point   Conception.      Pipeline   routing  can  by-pass   the 
Los   Angeles   metropolitan   area;    or  may   tie    in  with  existing  pipe- 
lines  serving  Southern   California  refineries. 

Location  of  a  deepwater  port  at  the  Deer  Creek  site  has  been  stu- 
died sufficiently  to  determine  preliminarily  Its  feasibility  and 
environmental  superiority  to  the  Long  Beach  Harbor  proposal.  No 
dredging  will  be  needed.  Ship-to-shore  distance  is  quite  ade- 
quate for  VLCC's  and  ULCC's  and  lesser  tonnage  oil  tankers.  Ma- 
rine  traffic   is   light,    and    tne   port   site   is   on   the   Coastal  sh. 

With   regard   to  the   National  Environmental   Policy   Act   of   1969,   the 
following  brief  statements   apply   to  a  crude   oil  deepwater  port 
ihore    terminal   at   Deer  Creek. 
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1.      Environmental    Impact  of  the   Proposed   Action: 

a.       Temporary  destruction  of  kelp  beds  and  marine  habitat  at 
the  extreme   northwest  end   of  a  significant   marine  ecolo- 
gical preserve,   which  may  be   mitigated  by  prompt   replant- 
ing of  kelp  beds . 

Conversion   of  chaparral-covered   foothill   land   to  an   in- 
dustrial  use. 

Reduction   of  wildlife  habitat   in  the   Santa  Monica 
Mountain  Range. 

Potential   oil   spills   in   open  ocean  waters   affecting  Santa 
Monica  Bay   and   shoreline. 


emote   location 


Reduction   of  hazardous    fuel  handling  to  a 
from  populations   and   urban   activities. 

Reduced  air  pollution   impact   for   the   Los   Angeles-Orange 
County  Air   Basin. 

Shorter   overland  pipeline   routing  for  crude   oil   through- 
put   to  the   Midwest. 

Any  adverse  environmental  effects  which  cannot  be   avoided, 
should   the   proposal  be   Implemented. 

Minor   temporary   disturbance   of  marine  ecological  preserve 
area. 

Permanent   loss   of   foothill  natural  habitat    for  native 
flora  and   fauna. 

Increased  oil   tanker  traffic   along  a  scenic   coastline. 

Temporary   destruction   of  natural   cover  along  pipelines 
from  shore   terminal   to  points   of  connection  with  exist- 
ing pipelines . 

Increased  potential    for  open-ocean   oil   spills   resulting 
from  tanker  collisions. 

Increased   fire   hazard  potential   in  high    fire  hazard    foot- 
hill   area    of  Ventura   County. 

Minor  reduction   of  scenic   and  recreational   ocean   shoreline 
for   an  energy-related  use  where   terminal   facilities   tra- 
verse   beach    line. 

3.    Alternatives    to   the    Proposed   Action; 

a.  No  crude   oil   Import   terminal   in   Southern   California 

b.  Approval  of  the  highly-populated   Long  Beach   Port   site. 
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c.  Approval  of  more  environmentally  sensitive  Point  Con- 
ception site. 

d.  Approval  of  the   more  populous   Oxnard-Port   Hueneme   site 
having  greater   limitations    for  larger   tonnage   crude   oil 
tankers   and   comparable  environmental   adverse   impacts. 

e.  Approval   of  transport   routes  by-passing  Southern 
California. 

'I.    Relationship  between  local  short   term  uses   of  man's  environment 
and   the   maintenance   and  enhancement   of   long-term  productivity. 

a.  Land   Use,   -  Choice   of  the  Deer  Creek   site   In   foothill 
land   of  Ventura  County  would   aid   in  preserving  prime   ag- 
ricultural  land  and  remove   a  hazardous   activity   to  a 
remote   location,   minimizing  hazards    for  people    and  pro- 
perty. 

b.  Reduces  and  disperses  hazardous  crude  oil  vessels  away 
from  more  congested  maritime  traffic  if  at  Long  Beach 
or    Los    Angeles    port. 

c.  Presents    an    acceptable    trade-off   of    limited   California 
coastal  resources    for  an  energy-related  activity   of  state 
and  national    significance    in    contrast   with    other    crude 
oil   import   sites    under   consideration. 

d.  Provides  a  relatively  economical  location  for  energy 
throughput  to  California  and  eastern  consumer  regions 
with  minimal    long-terra  adverse   environmental   Impacts. 

e.  Assuming  oil  spill  will  occur,   provides   recovery   and 
restoration   in   open  ocean   area  and   more   remote   shoreline 
area. 

5.  Any  Irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources 
which  would  be  involved  In  the  proposed  action  should  it  be 
implemented. 

a.  The    Deer   Creetc   site   poses    significantly    less    degradation 
of   Los    Angeles    Air   Basin   air  quality    than    the   Long  Beach- 
L.A.    Harbor  due    to   Its    location  bey.ond    the    western 
boundary  of  the   air  basin  and   the   advantage   of  mountainous 
terrain-influenced  uplifting  air   currents. 

b.  In  balance,  a  trade-off  of  remote  private  open  space 
land,  rocky  shoreline,  and  westerly  end  of  a  marine 
ecological  preserve  for  a  needed  human  use  activity- 
energy    import    for    local   and   national    consumers. 

c.  Minor  degradation   of  coastal   scenic  marine   resources 
for  some  motoring  and  boating  observers. 


d.  Conversion   of  remote   non-productive    foothill   land  and 
offshore   area  to   a  hazardous   industrial  use    (fossil 
fuel   Import) . 

e.  Subjection   of  remote   terrestrial   and   aquatic  natural 
habitat   to  oil  spill  hazards   Instead   of  populated   areas 
if  at    Los    Angeles-Long   Beach    or   Oxnard-Port   Hueneme 
locations . 

Relative   merits   of  Deer  Creek   as   an   alternate   site   to   Long  Beach 
for  SOHIO  crude   oil  Import, if  into  Southern   California,  were    re- 
quested with   respect   to   six   areas   of   concern.      Brief  statements 
addressed   to   these    concerns    follow. 

a.        Domestic   and   commercial  need    for  the   resource. 

Southern    California  shores    provide    closer  proximity    to 
mldwestern    and   eastern    consumer   markets    for  U.S.    produced 
crude    oil;    and   provide    relatively    calmer  ocean  waters    for 
offloading  such  hazardous   cargo   than   other  Pacific   Ocean 
frontage   in  the    continental  United   States.      As   a  trade- 
off,  Southern   California  should  benefit    from  an  energy- 
sufficient   midwest   and  eastern   commercial   and   industrial 
community   and  economic  benefits   for  domestic   energy 
consumers    in    those    regions    resulting    from  more    economical 
Alaskan-source  energy   supplies. 


ental    and    conservation    considerations 


Deer    Creek    offers    a   remote    site    for   hazardous    fuel   polnt- 
of-entry   at   minimal   sacrifice  of  natural   resources, 
especially  by   comparison  with   the   proposed  Long  Beach 
harbor  and   alternate   sites  being  evaluated. 

(1)  Critical   Los  Angeles   Air  Basin   air  quality  would  benefit. 

(2)  No  harbor  dredging  would  be   required   or  have   to  be 
continually  maintained.      Although   Initial  harbor  dredg- 
ing at   Long  Beach  would  be   used   for  expansion   of  the 
harbor,    future   deep-channel  dredging  could  be  expected 
to  be    ocean  disposal  with   adverse  environmental   impacts. 
The    Deer   Creek    alternate    site   would  not. 

(3)  Temporary   localized  disturbance   of  marine   kelp  beds 
could  be  restored   to  original   condition  within   about 
three   years.      Deepwater  port  offshore    facilities   could 
enhance   the   marine   habitat  with     more   cover  and  pro- 
tection  for  marine    life   and   improvement   of  near-shore 
fishery   resources. 
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(U)  Existing  foothill  land  at  Deer  Creek  is  marginal  as 
natural  habitat  in  the  Santa  Monica  Mountains.   The 
State  has  already  acquired  or  is  negotiating  for 
prime  habitats  in  the  western  mountain  area.   Deer 
Creek  has  been  ranked  of  lower  recreational  value. 
Location  of  petroleum  Import  facilities  at  Deer  Creek 
will  cause  least  loss  of  recreational  resources. 

(5)  Industry  concerns 

Deer   Creek  provides   a  hazardous   Industry   location  well- 
removed   from  population   concentrations,    thus   reducing 
or  minimizing  potential   accidental    losses.      Excluding 
a  safe-harbor   location   such  as   the   heavily   populated 
Long  Beach-Los   Angeles   Harbor,   the   open-ocean  Deer 
Creek   site   is    In   calmer  waters   than   most   other  sites 
being  studied,   due   to  a   great   extent   to  the   Channel 
Islands  buffering  effect. 

Recent  heavy  tanker  navigational  incidents  along  both 
the  Pacific  and  Atlantic  seaways  and  harbors  accentuate 
the  need  for  a  relatively  safe,  remote  site  for  marine 
tanker  traffic.  Pacific  Ocean  sites  farther  north  are 
in  more  severe  ocean  environments  for  tanker  transport 
of  petroleum  products. 

Possible    Conflicts    Between   User    Groups 

Deer    Creek    is    between    two  major    state    parks — Point    Mugu 
and   Leo   Carillo  Beach   State    Parks — most  heavily   used   on 
weekends   primarily   for  day   use   recreational   activities. 
Some    opposition   from  recreation   purists   may  be   expected 
due    to  proximity    of  a  crude   oil   terminal   near  these   State 
parks.      A   counter-argument,      however,   Is   that   these 
transient   recreation   users   cause    low  people   concentrations 
while   in   the   parks,   and   are   highly  mobile   should  evacuation 
be  needed.      Further,   these   parks   assure   a  permanent    fore- 
closure  of  urban   or  suburban   population  pressures   result- 
ing  from   continuing  regional   residential   and   commercial 
growth. 

A   significant   marine    ecological  preserve   within   the   State 
three-mile    limit    from  Latigo  Canyon   to  Hueneme   Canyon 
(marine)   would  be   effected  by   an   offshore   mooring  buoy 
and  pipeline-to-shore   type    of  deepwater  port   at   Deer  Creek. 
This    location   Is  popular   for  skin-diving  and   sport    fishing. 
Some   conflicts    from  these   user   groups   may   be   expected   in 
the   short   term  until   the   marine   habitat   Is   stabilized 
after   port    construction.       Additional    controversy    may 
develop   because   of  potential  oil   spills    in   the   vicinity 
of  the   preserve. 


d.  Environmental   Conditions    as   They  Effect   Safety   and 
Protection    from  Environmental    Pollution 

The   remote    location   of  Deer  Creek   as   a  crude   oil  terminal 
makes   It    far  safer   than   Long  Beach   or  other  sites   being 
studied  with   respect   to  potential  explosions   or   fires. 

Airpollutlon  caused  by   petroleum  off-loading  should  be 
significantly    lower  within   the   Los   Angeles   and  Vsntura- 
Oxnard   Air   Basins   with   the   crude   oil  port   at   Deer  Creek 
due   to   the   Santa  Monica  Mountains   and   prevailing  air 
currents. 

A   crude   oil   offloading  spill   or  tanker  accident   two   to 
three   miles   off-shore   provides   a  greater  margin   for 
containment   and   recovery   than   the   Long  Beach  Harbor   and 
some   sites   being  studied. 

e .  Economic   Benefits   from  the   Development    to   the   National   and 

Regional    Economies . 

A  deepwater   crude   oil  port   at   Deer   Creek   adequate   to  off- 
load V.L.C.C.    and   U.L.C.C.    Tankers   would  expand   regional 
ability   to  Import   low   sulfur   foreign   crude   oils  needed   for 
local   air  quality   conservation  while   providing  throughput 
facilities   for  heavier  Alaskan   crude   oil   to  midwestern 
refining  and  distribution    facilities.      Ventura  County   and 
the    State    of    California  would  enjoy    the    greatest    economic 
benefits    from  crude   oil   Import   revenues   and   local  employ- 
ment. 

Whereas   a  Long  Beach   crude   oil   terminal  will   require   pipe- 
lines  along  a  highly   urbanized  route,   a  Deer   Creek   terminal 
may   be   connected     by   pipelines   routed   through   rural   and 
less   populous   areas   at   potentially    lower   costs   to   the 
Industry   and  ultimate   consumers. 

The   Deer  Creek   site   may   further  benefit   Ventura   County   and 
the   State   of  California  by   concentrating  both   tanker- 
imported   and    Outer   Continental    Shelf  curde    oil   by    pipelines, 
and   even   natural    gas,    instead    of  expanding   such    industrial 
uses    In    prime    agricultural    lands    of  the    Ventura-Oxnard 
plain. 

In  summary,  location  of  a  deepwater  port  and  distribution  terminal 
at  Deer  Creek,  by  comparlon  with  other  sites  being  considered,  has 
much  to  offer  on  environmental  and  economic  grounds.   Although  late 
In  being  offered  as  an  alternate  site,  your  serious  consideration 
of  this  remote  site  is  respectfully  requested. 
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A  project  proforma  and  a  preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  Deer  Creek  site  were  delivered  to  the  BLM  Project 
Office  In.  November  for  your  review.   Please  feel  free  to  contact 
me  at  213/^69-21^5,  or  by  letter  to  the  address  noted  above. 


Sincerely  yours, 
DESIGN/DEVELOPMENT  WEST  INC. 

imuel  W.  Bridgers     / 


~y5amue 
President 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


This   alternative   has  been  discussed    in 
Section  8.2.7. 


L.  Mansdorf 

Assemblyman  Terry  Goggins  (Calif.) 

Maurice  V.  Scherb ,  Calif.  Energy  Res.  Cons.  &  Deve.  Comm. 

SOHIO  (Mr. Fred  Garibaldi) 
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RESPONSE 


953U  UkflBh 

1  '",    V«.   Q8115 
Jan.    6,    1977 

pp<  loct  Manag 

HLM  Project  Office 

-'.0.  Box  660 

Lob  Alamitos,  Calir.   90720 

Project  Man 

I  believe  the  ^'-:S   titled  "Crude  f>il  Transportation  3vatam: 
Valdei,  Alaska  to  MdlanH,  T^xbs"  does  not  adequately  project  the 
adverse  effects  to  be  exoected  on  -arlne  and  land  wildlife.   'or 
ugh   any  meciea  are  listed  thai         affected  by 
oil  snlllago,  a   detiiled  on n lysis  was  not  nttemnted  beoause  of  a 
stated  lack  of  dnta.   Surely  vith  thr  increasing  number  of  ma  ior 
nil  aoilXa  enough  scientific  data  has  accumulate:-!  ■  Least 

a  orellminary  appraisal  of  the  forecast  'a -age. 

I      impacts  on  wlldlii   i  nltted  from  nartlnant  areas 

To  site  one  example,  the  construction   f  transmission  lines  in 
desert  areas  w  n  greatly  affect  t*e  wild 11 re  of  that  a-ca  -  a 
fact  I  consider  at  least  as  important  as  the  deterioration  of  the 
visual  quality. 

.is  a  Vashinctnn  resident,  I  ar"ee  tint  fc-ie  ropoaed  Long 
-leach  route  is  safer  than  shipment  through  uget  Sound.  Large 
tankers  would  greatly  endanp-er  t^e  rich  aquatic  life  of  uget 
Sound  and  are  best  kent  to  the  open  ocean  as  much  as  'ossible. 


Sincerely, 

uavid  tlvelll 

Seattle    Audubon    Society 


Comment    #1 

New  investigations    are    in  progress   as 
a  result   of  recent   tanker   accidents 
and    spills.      The    investigations  were 
not   completed    in   time    for   use    in   the 
FES. 


Comment    #2 
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Comment   #1 


U.S..  3ureau  of  Land  Management 
California  State  Office 
Sohio  E.I.S.  Project  Office 
Building  55  -  P.O.  Box  660 
Los  Alamitos  Naval  Air  Station 
Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 

Dear  Sirs: 

I  have  had  opportunity  to  review  parts  of  your  Draft 
EIS,  particularly  those  pertaining  to  impacts  to  the  desert 
ecosystems  from  construction  of  new  pipeline  in  Riverside 
County  between  Pord  Dry  Lake  and  Blythe. 

I      In  that  particular  section  of  your  proposed  constru-  tion, 
I  can  find  no  mention  of  impacts  to  the  Chuckwalla  Valley 
Dune  Thicket,  although  it  is  clear  that  the  pipeline  would 
bisect  this  area,  thereby  creating  substantial  impacts  to 
a  very  unique  ecosystem. 

As  a  general  comment,  I  find  your  asses3ment  of 
environmental  impacts  to  the  desert  very  lacking  and  shallow. 
Impacts  to  wildlife  have  not  been  properly  assessed.   Some 
types  of  wildlife  haven't  even  been  mentioned,  specifically 
birdlife.   Impacts  to  the  ecosystem  from  wind  erosior.  as 
a  result  of  construction  have  not  been  adequately  assessed, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Ford  Dry  Lake  to  Blythe  segment 
is  in  an  area  of  high  seasonal  winds. 

Perhaps  it  is  because  your  EIS  team  did  not  spend 
adequate  time  in  the  field  looking  at  this  area  that  your 
assessment  is  so  lacking.   Because  of  the  lack  of  adequa'te 
baseline  surveys  for  almost  any  resource,  environmental' 
assessments  cannot  rely  solely  on  literature  searches  for 
significant  projects  such  as  yours. 

Please  send  me  a  copy  of  the  Draft  and  Final  EIS 
documents.   I  would  like  to  comment  more  fully  and  monitor 
this  project  as  its  planning  progresses.   In  regards  to 
the  Ford  Dry  Lake  to  Blythe  segment,  I  see  no  reason  for 
constructing  the  pipeline  so  far  from  Interstate  10.  Many 
of  the  more  serious  impacts  can  be  avoided,  particularly 
to  the  Dune  Thicket,  if  you  keep  construction  close  to  the  highway. 

Sincere; 


incerely  yours. 


Ike  Eastvold,  Chairman 

CDAC  Desert  rfatch 

Society  for  California  Archeolog 

541  Prospect  St.,  Highgrove  9250 


The   Chuckwalla   Valley  Dune   Thicket   was 
referred   to    in   the   Draft   ES   as   an  un- 
named  desert  wash.      The   text  has  been 
changed    throughout    to   correct   this  er- 
ror.     The  new  proposed   alignment   in 
this   area  will   be   to   the  north  of  this 
thicket  by  more   than    .75  mile. 

Comment   #2 

A  discussion  of  birds   in   the 
California  desert   has  been   added    in 
Section   2.1.8.2,    Colorado   Desert 
Biome ,   of  the   FES. 


Comment    #3 
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4    January    1977 


COMMENTS  CM  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM: 
VALDEZ,    ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND,    TEXAS 


Project  Manager    -    Sohio    Project 

Bureau   of    Land   Management 

P.    0.     Box    660 

Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 

Subject:   Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement  -  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas 


J 


Sincerely, 

^     John  P.  Forrest 

4300  Lynhurst  Circle 
Santa  Maria,  Californi 


The  Save  Our  Central  Coast  Committee,  an  organization  of  puoiic 
spirited  citizens  frcn  San  Luis  Obispo  County  and  Santa  Barbara 
County,  expresses  its  interest  and  grave  aoncern  regarding  the 
proposed  Central  Coast  supertanker  port.  In  our  view,  no  problem 
could  be  more  crucial  to  the  health  and  well  being  of  the  community 
and  its  citizens.  In  accordance  with  its  announced  principles, 
S.O.C.C.C.  presents  its  preliminary  position  regarding  its  opposition 
to  the  proposed  supertanker  part. 

S.O.C.C.C.  subscribes  its  opposition  to  two  basic  principals: 

The  draft  E.I.S.  does  not  address  the  position  of  the 
Sohio  project  with  respect  to  a  national  long  range 
energy  plan  for  transporting,  refining  and  distributing 
the  increasing  volumes  of  crude  oil,  refined  products 
and  gas  that  will  be  required  in  the  future  and  the 
amount  of  crude  that  will  enter  the  United  States 
through  California.  A  nation-wide  energy  plan  is 
required  to  be  developed  at  both  State  and  Federal 
level  so  that  the  practicability,  desirability  or 
necessity  of  any  individual  project  by  an  individual 
corporation  can  be  assessed.   If  individual  projects, 
such  as  the  Sohio  Project,  are  implemented  prior  to 
completion  of  a  National  Plan,  a  hedge  podge  development 
will  surely  be  created. 

2.  |  THE  DRAFT  FAILS  TO  CONSIDER  SATISFACTORILY  THE  SERIOUS 
2|  QUESTIONS  WHICH  EXIST  CONCERNING  THE  SAFETY  OF  SUPERTANKERS 
|  AND  THEIR  OPERATING  PROCEDURES. 

The  general  requirements  of  C.E.Q.A.  and  the  function  of  an  CIS  is  to 
inform  and  ensure  that  all  reasonable  alternatives  and  mitigating 
measures  to  a  proposed  project  be  thoroughly  assessed.  S.O.C.C.C.  is 
very  interested  and  concerned  in  the  long-range  steps  necessary  to 
develop,  transport  and  distribute  a  continuing  supply  of  oil  and  gas. 
In  view  of  climatic  conditions,  of  geologic  and  geographic  character- 
istics of  the  Central  Coast  area  we  urge  that  our  concerns  be  given 
serious  consideration.  We  eagerly  await,  therefore,  the  results  of 
the  current  hearings. 


AJL 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


The   scope   of  the   Environmental    State- 
ment  is   a  crude   oil    transportation 
system   from  Valdez,    Alaska,    to   Mid- 
land,   Texas.      It    is   not  within  the 
scope   of   the   project   to   determine 
national   energy  policy. 

Comment   #2 

Chapter  8  has  been  substantially  re- 
vised and  expanded  in  its  discussion 
of  alternatives  including  impacts  of 
central    California   port   alternatives 
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January  A,    1977 

Testimony  on 
CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM:  VALDEZ,  ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND,  TEXAS 
BEFORE  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR.  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

C.  FREEMAN  ALLEN  for  the 
SIERRA  CLUB 

I  am  speaking  (or  the  Sierra  Club  primarily  on  air  quality  Issues.   To 
begin,  I  want  to  express  appreciation  for  the  care  vlth  which  the  environmental 
analysis  has  been  prepared  for  this  project,  and  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
The  Sierra  Club  has  taken  the  position  that  Industrial  facilities  are  best 
located  In  already  Industrialized  areas.   Long  Beach  Is  thus  a  logical  site  for 
this  project  In  Southern  California  In  terms  of  land  use.   But  there  are  serious 
problems,  particularly  in  respect  to  air  quality  and  safety.   According  to  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS),  oxidant  level  in  this  air  basin 
la  expected  to  be  even  worse  In  the  year  2000  than  It  Is  today.   The  cause  of 
this  Increase  will  be  primarily  Increased  hydrocarbon  emission*  from  stationary 
sources  such  as  the  one  we  sre  considering.   Therefore   the  Introduction  of  new 
sources  of  air  pollution  Into  this  already  heavily  overloaded  air  basis  must 
be  accompanied  by  strict  and  effective  emission  controls  which  Insure  substantial 
I  progress  toward  attainment  of  the  Clean  Air  Standards.   Alternatives  to  the 
I  proposed  pipeline  project  should  be  sought  and  carefully  analyzed:   The  exchange 
I  of  surplus  Alaskan  crude  oil  for  foreign  crude  to  be  delivered  directly  to  Gulf  or 
I  Eastern  United  States  ports  Is  such  an  alternative  which  might  have  advantages 
Ion  either  a  short-term  or  long-term  basis.   In  any  case,  the  pipeline  system 
should  not  be  permitted  until  It  la  certain  that  the  distribution  of  natural 
gas  to  California  will  not  be  significantly  impaired  by  loas  of  the  pipeline 
to  delivery  of  natural  gas,  and  that  Its  loss  will  not  force  establishment  of 
hazardous  LNG  facilities. 

The  major  air  quality  concerns  over  the  proposed  Transportation  System  are 
with  emissions  from  tankers,  and  particularly  the  emissions  resulting  from 

I  ballasting  snd  purging  operations.   There  is  apparently  no  control  on  the  purging 
of  tankers  within  the  coastal  airshed,  nor  Is  there  in  the  DEIS  an  analysis  of 
the  impact  of  such  emissions  at  sea  on  the  air  quality  over  the  land  mass. 


I  Emissions  fifty  miles  or  mors  offshore  could  hsvs  significant  Impact,  particularly 
I  with  larga  tankers  which  may  emit  twenty  tons  or  more  of  hydrocarbon  vapor  on 
[purging.   Caraful  analysis  of  such  lmpacta  should  be  mads,  and  controls  developed 
I  to  Insure  chat  either  emissions  are  kept  at  an  Insignificant  level,  or  that  thay 
I  be  balanced  by  trade-offs  of  other  sources  of  emissions.   Now  that  fishing  control* 
are  being  extended  to  a  200  mile  offshore  limit,  It  may  be  a  particularly  appropri- 
ate time  to  consider  control  of  pollution  by  ships  at  aea. 

Soma  tanker*  using  the  common  carrier  pipeline  terminal  will  emit  very  sub- 
stantial amounts  of  hydrocarbon  during  their  stay  in  port.   This  Is  particularly 
true  of  non-lnsrted  tankara  without  aegregated  ballast,  or  with  minimal  segregated 
ballast.   Such  ships  will  emit  several  tons  of  hydrocarbon  during  unloading  and 
ballasting,  'and  much  greater  amounts   in  the  (unlikely)  event  that  the 
purged  In  port.   Emissions  from  such  operations  should  either  be  prevented,  or 
Included  In  the  emission  trade-off  calculations. 

Rather  than  trade-off  for  hydrocarbon  vapor  emissions,  it  would  be  more  affect- 
ive to  control  these  emissions.  Development  and  Installation  of  aafe  on-shore 
vapor  recovery  systems  to  remove  reactive  hydrocarbon  vapors  from  the  hold  gases 
does  not  seem  an  Insurmountable  problem  beyond  the  reach  of  technology  within 
the  near  future.   Such  installations  would  have  the  very  real  advantage  of  eliminat- 
ing air  pollution  either  near  ahora  or  at  aea,  while  possibly  reducing  the  explosion 
hazard  aboard  ships  without  lnertlng  systems.   We  suggest  that  the  design  and 
Installation  of  such  facilities  be  moved  along  as  rapidly  as  reasonably  possible. 

Tankers  not  controlled  with  segregated  ballast,  lnertlng,  vapor  recovery, 
or  other  devices  for  minimizing  emissions  and  explosion  hazard  should  not  be 
allowed  to  use  the  port  facilities,  or  at  least  should  be  required  to  pay  a  eub- 
stantlal  permit  fee  based  on  their  size.  (Hydrocarbon  pollutants  have  been 
estimated  to  cost  as  much  as  $3,000  per  ton  In  damage  to  this  air  basin).   The 
income  from  fees  should  then  be  used  for  air  pollution  abatement. 

If  air  pollutant  tradeoff"  are  to  be  allowed  to  compensate  for  the  impact 
of  the  Tranaportatlon  System  on  air  quality,  the  tradeoffs  must  more  than 
compensate  for  the  new  emissions  so  that  net  progress  is  made  toward  the 
attainment  of  cleaner  air  In  the  area  which  receives  the  Impact  of  the  pollutants. 
Trade-off  credit  must  not  be  allowed  for  cleanup  of  emission  sources  which  could 
be  replaced  by  new  sources  for  which  a  permit  to  construct  Is  not  required. 
Neither  should  trade-off  credit  be  allowed  for  emissions  on  which  controls  are 
now  In  exlstance  (or  likely  to  be  soon  forthcoming)  but  not  yet  enforced.   Only 
under  such  conditions  are  we  likely  to  achieve  and  maintain  acceptable  air 
quality  in  future  years. 

We  should  take  the  time  necessary  to  plan  this  project  properly,  considering 
such  lssuea  aa  the  supply  of  adequate  natural  gas  to  California  and  the  design 


RESPONSE 


of  appropriate  emission  control  and  safety  syst< 
to  be  available  In  the  interim.  It  would  be  un 
haste  resulted  In  a  serious  mistake. 


s.   Workable  alten 
rtunate  Indeed  if  i 


stives  appear 


Comment   #1 

The   discussion  of  an   exchange   of  oil 
with   a    foreign  nation,    such   as   Japan, 
has   been  revised    in   Section  8.1.1   of 
the   FES.      The   terms   of  existing    legis- 
lation concerning   such  a   trade  have 
been   clarified,    and    impacts   discussed 
are   similar   to   the   No-Action  alterna- 
tive . 


Comment    #2 

These   concerns   are    addressed   in   Sec- 
tion 3.1.6,1.3   of  the   FES  under   Opera- 
tions   in   Coastal   Waters.      Also   refer 
to    the    Moving    Source    Study. 
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TESTIMONY  PRESENTED  BY 

H.  DOUGLAS  LEMONS 

VICE  PRESIDENT 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

LONG  BEACH  AREA  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 


JANUARY  <4,  1977 


BEFORE  THE 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

IN  LONG  BEACH 

AT  THE  HEARINGS  OF  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
CRUDE  OIL  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM:   VALDEZ.  ALASKA  TO  MIDLAND.  TEXAS 
(as  proposed  BY  SOHIO  TRANSPORTATION  company) 


GOOD  HORNING  GENTLEMEN.  MY  NAME  IS  H.  DOUGLAS  LEMONS  AND  I  AM  VICE  PRESIDENT 
OF  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  THE  LONG  BEACH  AREA  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE.  I 
RESIDE  AT  2958  DANELAND  STREET.  LAKEWOOD.  CALIFORNIA.  IT  GIVES  ME  A  GREAT 
DEAL  OF  PLEASURE  TO  OFFER  MY  COMMENTS  RELATIVE  TO  THIS  FEDERAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT. 

WE  ARE  HAPPY  TO  NOTE  THAT  MANY  SECTIONS  OF  THIS  DES  AGREE  WITH  A  STAND  LONG 
TAKEN  BY  THE  LONG  BEACH  AREA  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE  -  THAT  THE  PORT  OF  LONG 
BEACH  IS  THE  ONLY  RIGHT  PLACE  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  TANKER  TERMINAL  AT 
WHICH  AMERICAN  OIL  FROM  ALASKA  HAY  BE  RECEIVED.  AS  WE  REVIEW  THE 
ALTERNATIVES  SEGMENT  OF  THE  DES.  LONG  BEACH  WAS  CONSPICUOUSLY  THE  ONLY 
VIABLE  LOCATION  CHOICE.  IT  IS  OBVIOUS  THAT  THE  PORT  HAS  AN  EXCELLENT 
RECORD  IN  HANDLING  OIL  IMPORTS.  EVEN  THOUGH  MOST  OF  THAT  OIL  COMES  IN  FROM 
FOREIGN  SOURCES.  IN  FOREIGN  VESSELS,  BUILT  BY  FOREIGN  NATIONS.  MANNED  BY 
FOREIGN  CREWS.  WITH  THE  IMPROVED  MODERN  FLEET  SOHIO  PROPOSES.  WHICH  WILL 
HAVE  ALL  AMERICAN  CREWS.  THERE  IS  EVERY  REASON  TO  EXPECT  AN  EVEN  BETTER 
RECORD  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

WE  IN  LONG  BEACH  ARE  JUSTLY  PROUD  OF  OUR  PORT,  IT  IS  ONE  OF  THE  NATION'S 
LEADING  PORTS  IN  TERMS  OF  TONNAGE,  AND  IS  RECOGNIZED  WORLD-WIDE  FOR  ITS 
MODERN  FACILITIES  AND  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SAFE  OPERATIONS.  THUS.  IT  MAKES 
MORE  SENSE  TO  GO  WITH  A  PROVEN  TRACK  RECORD.  AND  PICK  A  WINNER  RATHER 
THAN  AN  ALTERNATIVE  THAT  OFFERS  NO  HISTORICAL  CREDIBILITY  OF  BEING  ABLE  TO 
HANDLE  EFFICIENTLY  AN  OPERATION  THAT  COULD  HAVE  MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
REPURCUSIONS. 

HAVING  SAID  THIS,  WE  WOULU'LIKE  TO  RAISE  SEVERAL  ISSUES  RELATIVE  TO  THE 
DES  WHICH  WE  FEEL  THE  CONSULTANTS  HAVE  FAILED  TO  ADDRESS  ADEQUATELY,  OR 
WHICH  ARE  MISLEADING. 


IN  THE  NO  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVE  SECTION  OF  YOUR  DES.  WHY  WAS  IT  NOT  EXPLAINED  THAT 
THE  ALASKAN  OIL  IS  COMING  TO  CALIFORNIA  WHETHER  THE  SOHIO  PROPOSAL  GOES  OR  NOT, 
AND  THAT  WITHOUT  THE  SOHIO  PROJECT  THAT  OIL  WON'T  BE  HANDLED  WITH  SHIPS  USING 
SAFER  SEGREGATED  BALLAST  TANKS.  CLEANER  SEGREGATED  FUEL  TANKS  FOR  BURNING  LOW 
SULPHUR  FUEL  WHILE  IN  PORT.  SOPHISTICATED  AND  SAFE  INERTING  PROCEDURES,  AND  NEW 
FLOATING  ROOF  OIL  TANKS  ON  PIER  J.  WE  BELIEVE  THE  DES  SHOULD  GIVE  MORE 
EMPHASIS  TO  THE  FACT  THAT  SOHIO  IS  COMMITTED  TO  USE  THE  BEST  AVAILABLE 
TECHNOLOGY  IN  CLEANING  UP  OTHER  AIR  POLLUTION  SOURCES  AS  A  MEANS  OF  OFFSETTING 
ANY  REMAINING  NEW  POLLUTION  THEIR  PROJECT  MIGHT  CAUSE. 

ANOTHER  POINT  WE  CAN'T  UNDERSTAND  IS  WHY  THE  STATE  SEEMS  TO  WANT  TO  PUT  THIS 
PROJECT  IN  SAN  LUIS  OBISPO  OR  SANTA  BARBARA  COUNTY  WHERE  THERE  ARE  FEW  HOUSES  OR 
SCHOOLS  FOR  THE  PEOPLE  WHO  WOULD  BE  EMPLOYED  BY  THIS  PROJECT  AND  WHERE  THERE 
IS  NO  CHANCE  FOR  CLEANING  UP  EXISTING  POLLUTION  SOURCES  TO  OFFSET  ANY  THAT 
MIGHT  BE  CAUSED  BY  THIS  PROJECT.  DOESN'T  THE  150  POUND  RULE  ALSO  APPLY  IN 
THOSE  COUNTIES  OR  IS  THIS  JUST  A  CATCH  22  DREAMED  UP  BY  THE  AIR  RESOURCES 
BOARD.  AS  A  WAY  TO  SHOOT  DOWN  THE  SOHIO  PROJECT. 

WE  ARE  GREATLY  CONCERNED  WITH  A  MISCONCEPTION  FOSTERED  BY  THIS  REPORT  TO  THE 
EFFECT  THAT  THIS  PROJECT  IS  DESIGNED  FOR  THE  EXCLUSIVE  USE  OF  THE  SOHIO 
COMPANY,  SUCH  IS  NOT  THE  CASE.  THE  PURPOSE  OF  THIS  PROJECT  WOULD  BE  THAT 
OF  TRANSPORTING  SURPLUS  OIL  FROM  THE  NORTH  SLOPE  OF  ALASKA  TO  THE  EASTERN 
PORTION  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  THAT  SURPLUS  OIL  MIGHT  VERY  WELL  BELONG  TO 
A  COMPANY  OR  COMPANIES  OTHER  THAN  SOHIO.  SUCH  AS  ARCO,  EXXON  OR  EVEN  THE 
SOVEREIGN  STATE  OF  ALASKA  ITSELF,  WHICH  INCIDENTLY  OWNS  12  PERCENT  OF  ALL 
NORTH  SLOPE  OIL  PRODUCTION.  THIS  SYSTEM  WHEN  COMPLETED  WOULD  BE  USED  TO 
TRANSPORT  ALL  AMERICAN  OIL  WHICH  IS  NOT  NEEDED  ON  THE  WEST  COAST.  IT  IS  OUR 
FEELING  THAT  THIS  REPORT  DOES  NOT  FULLY  EMPHASIZE  THIS  IMPORTANT  ASPECT  OF 
THE  SYSTEM. 


-  3  - 
IN  ORDER  FOR  OUR  COUNTRY  TO  ATTAIN  ITS  GOAL  OF  TOTAL  ENERGY  INDEPENDENCE. 
ANALYSIS  OF  ALL  ENERGY-RELATED  REPORTS  MUST  BE  VIEWED  WITH  COMPLETE 
OBJECTIVITY.  THIS  DES  IS  OBJECTIVE  IN  ITS  FINDINGS  AND  WE  COMMEND  THE  STAFF 
FOR  ITS  PREPARATION.  UNFORTUNATELY,  THE  SAME  OBJECTIVITY  CANNOT  BE 
ATTRIBUTED  TO  TWO  OTHER  MAJOR  REPORTS  WHICH  HAVE  GREATLY  INFLUENCED  THINKING 
NOT  ONLY  OF  THE  GENERAL  PUBLIC  BUT  MANY  OFFICIALS  AS  WELL  REGARDING  THE 
TRANSPORTATION  OF  CRUDE  OIL  FROM  ALASKA  TO  THE  PORT  OF  LONG  BEACH  AND  BEYOND. 
WE  SPECIFICALLY  REFER  TO  A  REPORT  PUBLISHED  BY  THE  FEA  AND  A  MORE  RECENT 
DOCUMENT  PREPARED  BY  THE  ENERGY  COMMISSION  OF  CALIFORNIA. 

BOTH  REPORTS  ARE  QUITE  CRITICAL  OF  THE  SOHIO  PROJECT  AS  IT  IS  PRESENTLY 
PROPOSED.  INTERESTINGLY,  BOTH  THE  FEDERAL  DOCUMENT  AND  THE  STATE  REPORT 
WERE  WRITTEN  BY  THE  SAME  PERSON.  YES,  IT  IS  TRUE.  BOTH  THE  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT  REPORT  AND  THE  STATE  GOVERNMENT  REPORT  WERE  WRITTEN  BY  ONE  MAN. 
THAT  FACT  BY  ITSELF  UNDERCUTS  THE  VALUE  AND  CREDIBILTIY  OF  BOTH  REPORTS. 

BUT.  THE  STORY  GETS  MORE  INTERESTING.  THE  AVERAGE  READER  IF  ASKED  ABOUT  THE 
AUTHOR  OF  THESE  REPORTS  MIGHT  SAY  MANY  THINGS,  BUT  WOULD  NEVER  DREAM  THAT 
THE  AUTHOR  WAS  LESS  THAN  OBJECTIVE,  UNBIASED  AND  TOTALLY  PROFESSIONAL. 
AFTER  ALL.  WHEN  YOU  READ  ONE  OF  THESE  GOOD-SIZED  TELEPHONE  BOOKS,  THE  LAST 
THOUGHT  THAT  WOULD  ENTER  YOUR  MIND  IS  THAT  THERE  WOULD  BE  THE  PROBLEM  OF 
PROFESSIONAL  OBJECTIVITY.  YET  THE  AUTHOR  OF  BOTH  THESE  REPORTS,  A  MR.  ROBERT 
SHINN.  IS  NOT  YOUR  TYPICAL  UNBIASED  SCIENTIST.  MR.  SHINN,  JUST  TWO  YEARS 
AGO.  RAN  FOR  PUBLIC  OFFICE  ON  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  PLATFORM. 

RAN  FOR  CITY  COUNCIL  IN  THE  CITY  OF  LONG 


YES.  JUST  TWO  YEARS  AGO,  MR  SHIN 
BEACH. 

IN  HIS  CAMPAIGN  LITERATURE.  HE  PROCLAIMS  HIMSELF  AS  AN  URBAN  PLANNER.  AIR 
QUALITY  EXPERT.  ENERGY  EXPERT.  TRANSPORTATION  EXPERT.  POLITICAL  REFORMER. 
AND  OH  YES.  AN  OCEANOGRAPHER. 
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I  THE  DES   ALSO  FAILS  TO  MENTION  THE  FACT  THAT  APPROXIMATELY  900.000 
BARRELS  PER  DAY  OF  FOREIGN  CRUDE  HILL  BE  REPLACED  BY  A  LIKE  NUMBER  OF 
BARRELS  OF  GOOD  OLD  AMERICAN  OIL  FROM  ALASKA,WHICH  MAY  BE  TRANSPORTED  BY 
THIS  SYSTEM.  THIS  FACT  ALONE  GOES  DIRECTLY  TO  THE  HEART  OF  AMERICA'S 
STRUGGLE  FOR  A  PROGRAM  OF  ENERGY  INDEPENDENCE.  AND  A  PROGRAM  WHICH  WE  HAD 
DAMN  WELL  BETTER  GET  ABOUT  IMPLEMENTING  AND  SOON. 

UNFORTUNATELY  WE  TOO  OFTEN  ADOPT  THE  SAME  ATTITUDE  AS  THE  FARMERS  HOUND  DOG 
THAT  WAS  SEATED  ON  A  COCKLEBURR  AND  DID  NOTHING  MORE  THAN  JUST  SIT  AND  HOWL. 
THE  FARMER  SAID  THE  OLD  DOG  FELT  THAT  IT  WAS  EASIER  TO  JUST  SIT  AND  WHINE 
RATHER  THAN  MOVE  OFF  THE  COCKLEBURR.  THE  ENERGY  CRISIS  HAS  BEEN  LIKE  A 
COCKLEBURR  TO  WE  AMERICANS  FOR  QUITE  SOME  TIME  NOW.  WE  THINK  IT'S  HIGH  TIME 
TO  QUIT  WH INNING  AND  GET  OFF  THE  BURR. 

I  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  MY  OBSERVATIONS  ON  THIS 
CRITICALLY  IMPORTANT  PROJECT.  I  DON'T  SUFFER  FROM  THE  PALSY  THAT  AFFLICTS 
OUR  TOP  STATE  OFFICIALS  AND  THAT  CAUSES  ONE  CRISIS  AFTER  ANOTHER.  CRISIS 
MANAGEMENT  IS  INEFFICIENT  MANAGEMENT  AND  AS  A  VICE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  CHAMBER 
OF  COMMERCE  I  DON'T  LIKE  TO  SEE  OUR  STATE  GOVERNMENT  BEING  INEFFICIENTLY 
MANAGED  AS  IS  DEMONSTRATED  BY  THE  LACK  OF  LEADERSHIP  IN  SACRAMENTO  ON  THE 
QUESTION  OF  PROVIDING  OUR  NATION  WITH  DOMESTIC  ENERGY. 


RESPONSE 

Comment  #1 

The  No-Action  and  Delayed  Action  al- 
ternatives in  Sections  8.0.1  and  8.1 
of  the  FES  have  been  revised  to  state 
that  some  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  will  be 
handled  at  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach 
ports  by  SOHIO  regardless  of  whether 
the  proposed  terminal  and  pipeline  is 
approved . 

Comment  #2 

It  is  mentioned  in  Section  2.1.6.5, 
under  Air  Quality  Planning,  that  the 
current  new  source  review  rules  use  a 
mixture  of  techniques  to  limit  emis- 
sions from  major  new  sources.   Since 
best  available  technology  is  only  one 
ingredient  in  the  negotiation  process 
between  SOHIO  and  the  EPA  or  the  CARB, 
there  are  no  grounds  for  emphasis. 
Section  2.1.6.5  in  the  FES  now  refers 
the  reader  to  the  text  of  the  regula- 
tions in  Appendix  A3. 1.6. 1.2.   Section 
2.2.6.4  also  should  be  consulted. 


Comment  #3 

Section  1.0  has  been  revised  to  re- 
flect this  comment. 

Comment  #4 

As   discussed    in   Sections    2.1.16.5   and 
3.1.16.5,    the   analysis   assumes   a  back 
out   of   200,000   barrels   of-  foreign 
crude,   not    900,000   barrels. 
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leaque  o^  WortteH  Voiete  <^  lonq,  Heack  Aim 

1001    EAST   FOURTH   STBEET.  LONG   BEACH.  CALIFORNIA  90802      ■      TELEPHONE   435-3968 
January  h,   19?6 


SOHIO  Project  Manager 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  660 

Los  Alanltos,    California     90702 

Dear  Sin 

The   Long   Beach  Area  League  of  Wonen  Voters  raised  a  mater  of  questions  at 
the  Public  Hearing  of  November  30  on  the  S0HI0  proposal,   held  jointly  by  the 
Port  of  Long  Beach  and  the  Public  Utilities  Comalsslon  of  California.     We 
think  that  two  of  these  are  especially  pertinent  to  your  consideration  of 
the  matter.     They  are  as  follows! 

What  will   be   the  environmental   Impacts  of   Phase   II?     Only   two  years 
after  the  1978  target  date  for  this  facility,   the  quantity  of  oil 
off-loaded   here   for   transmission  may  be  doubled,    from  500,000  to 
1,000,000  barrels  per  day.      Beyond  stating  that  one  more  berth,  six 
more  supertankers,   eight  more   storage   tanks  and  another  natural  gas 
pipeline  will   be  required,    only   the  most  superficial    information   Is 
given  on   the  additional   environmental    Impact   this  second   phase  will 
bring.     What  Is  the  possibility  that  at  least  one  of  these  pipelines 
may   be  needed   In   the  future   to   transport  natural  gas  to  California? 
Should  not   the  entire  project  be  evaluated  now,    rather  than  having 
it  considered  on  a  piecemeal  basis?     Before  we  are  committed  to 
building  this  facility,  should  we  not  assess  the  effects  of  the 
total   plan? 

Will   this  project   lead   to   national   oil    Independence  or  dependence? 
The   Environmental    Impact  Report   prepared  by   the   Port   of  Long   Beach 
states  that  "Delivered  Alaskan  crude  will  also  promote  growing 
domestic  consumption  of   this  non-renewable   resource."    (Vol.    I,   Part   I, 
pp.   5-^5)     Again,    "Within   the  United   States,    use  of  non-renewable 
petroleum  by   the   present  generation  will   necessarily  deprive   future 
generations  of   Its  use.      This  deprivation  will  shorten  the   time   span 
during  which  energy  resources  other  than   fossil   fuels   can   be  developed." 
(Section  VIII-1,   Vol.    I-l) .     On  whom  will  we  be  forced  to  depend  If  we 
have  not  had  time  to  develop  affordable  alternate  eources?     What  price 
can  then  be  asked?     The  estimated  life  of  this  project  is  forty  years. 

We  hope  you  will  consider  carefully  the  many  concerns  about  the  environmental 
Impacts  of   this  proposed  project.      The  requirements  of  marketing   SOHIO  oil 
must  be  weighed  against  threats  to  the  health  and  safety  of  our  people  and  to 
the  Integrity  of  our  common  lands.     The  responsibility  you  bear  in  this 
decision  Is  a  grave  one. 


RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 


.Sincerely, 


rriaay,.  December  3,    l9?6 


Any   future   proposal    for   Phase    II  would 
be   covered   by   an   additional   Environ- 
mental   Statement   which  will   analyze 
the   question   of   abandoning   a   second 
natural   gas    line. 

Comment    #2 

The   project ,    for    its    lifetime ,   would 
help   to   relieve   dependence  on    foreign 
oil.      The   scope   of  theproject  d9es 
not    include   determination  of  national 
energy  policy. 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


Mr.  Charles  B.  Tullose,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  660 

Loa  Alamltos,    Calif.    90720 


Dear  Mr.    Tulloasi 


In  a   conversation  with  a  Mr.  Jannlch    (sp)a  member  of  your  group,    I 
leerned  that  your  Environmental   Impact  Statement  had  a  great  many   crit- 
ical  and   damning  areas  of   criticism  about   the   two  6i5,000-barrel   surge/ 
storage  tanks  SOHIO  wants   to  install   at  Hynes   In  North  Long  Beach. 

When  these   criticisms  did  not  get   Into  print*  in  your  EIS  I   feel   that 
our  case   in  oposltlon  to  locating  these   tanks   In  our  "backyards"  lost 
a  great  deal   of   support. 

Would  your  office  give  us   In  writing  please   the  position  you   took   for 
not  listing  these  criticisms   in  your  EI3T 

tfe  would  also  like   to  have   the   statements  regarding  your  findings  against 
locating   these  tanks  at  Hynes   for   it   now  appears   that   SOHIO  and   the  Har- 
bor Department  are  Intent  on  this  location,   hazardous   though   it  may  be 
for  our  health  and   lives.      I   remain 


The   Dominguez   Hills   terminal   has  been 
selected  by  the    applicant    for   the    in- 
land   terminal    instead   of  the   Hynes 
terminal.      See    Section   1.1.1.1,    under 
Details  of   California   Route. 


Very  sincerely 


rank  H,  Arundel,  Chairman 
Cherry  Manor  Area  Homeowbers  Assn. 
2268  Bast  63rd  Street 
Long  Beach,  Celif.  90805 


c.c.i  Seety.  Sandra  Bess 

Congressman  Hannaford 
Atty.  Kenneth  Zommlck 


9-231 


Friends  of  the  Earth,  Inc. 


Testimony  of  Dob  May 

for 
Friends  of  the  Earth 


before  tha 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Crude  Oil  Transportation  System: 
Valdez,  Alaska,  to  Midland  Texas 
Proposed  by  Sohlo  Transportation  Compaay 


January  4 ,  1977 


Friends  of  the  Earth,  Inc. 


9  i  .--.«■  ■..  Vw  hUMMS 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  this 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  disousses  Standard 
Oil  of  Ohio's  proposal  to  bring  "surplus"  Alaskan  oil  to 
Midwest  markets.   We  will  try  to  stifle  a  loud,  "We  told 
you  so,"  but  perhaps  It  is  instructive  to  remember  how  wa 
got  Into  this  ludicrous  situatloa,  where  Alaskan  oil,  which 
was  supposed  to  be  a  solution  to  this  country's  energy  problems, 
has  become  a  problem  In  itself. 

In  1973,  when  the  Trane-Alaska  pipeline  bill  was  debated 
in  the  Congress ,  efforts  by  environmentalists  to  force 
consideration  of  an  all  land  route  through  Canada— which 
seemed  safer  and  which  would  have  brought  the  oil  to  the 
region  of  the  country  that  needed  it  most — got  nowhsre,  and 
Congress  mandated  a  pipeline  route  across  Alaska  ending  in 
a  marine  terminus  at  Valdez.   Just  what  the  oil  companies 
wanted  since  oil  was  discovered  on  the  North  Slope. 

Skepticism  about  the  ability  of  the  West  Coast  to 
absorb  the  full  production  of  the  pipeline  fell  on  deaf  ears. 
Secrstary  Morton  wrote  to  Congress  on  April  4,  1973, 
that  "The  best  available  projections  show  that  by  1980,  and 
for  subsequent  years,  the  West  uoast  demand  will  exceed 
domestic  produotion  and  Canadlaa  exports  available  in  that 
area  by  at  least  the  capacity  of  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline." 


page  2— Friends  of  the  Earth 

Less  than  a  year  later  we  read  reports  in  the  press 
speculating  about  what  would  happen  to  the  "surplus"  of 
crude  oil  that  was  expected  on  the  West  Coast  as  a  result 
of  full  production  of  the  pipeline. 

Nov  we  have  Sohlo* a  proposal  for  a  most  cumbersome 
way  of  distributing  this  surplus,  as  wsll  as  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  analysis  of  various  alternative  methods 
of  getting  North  Slope  oil  east.   Unfortunately ,  all  of  the 
"solutions"  prssented  pose  a  series  of  additional  problems. 
There  seems  to  be  no  good  way  of  getting  this  Alaskan  oil 
to  market. 

Certainly  Sohlo' s  plans  for  Long  Beach  create  more 
problems  than  the  distribution  problem  it  solves.   A  superport 
on  the  West  ^oaet,  with  the  potential  for  massive  oil  spills. 
More  air  pollution  for  Long  Beach,  with  tradeoffs  that  will 
at  best  insure  that  the  present  unhealthy  situation  persists. 
Conversion  of  one,  and,  you  can  bet  on  it,  two  natural  gas 
lines  prssently  serving  Southern  California  for  oil  delivery 
east.   CJhf  California  market  cannot  use  all  of  the  Alaskan  oil, 
but  we  think  everyone  will  agree  that  it  can  use  all  the 
natural  gas  it  can  get.) 

The  other  alternatives  described  In  the  Draft  BIS  are 
equally  unpalatable.   A  superport  off  the  British  Columbia 
coast  with  a  pipeline  through  Canada,  or  one  off  Puget 
Souad  with  a  pipeline  across  five  northern  tier  states.   The 
Panama  Canal  route  seems  to  make  the  most  sense,  but  It 
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probably  won't  be  chosen  as  a  long  term  solution  because 
of  transportation  coats.   An  exchange  of  oil  between 
Chicago  and  Japanese  refiners  seems  to  pose  the  fewest 
environmental  problems,  but  such  exchange  would  set  an 
unfortunate  precedent  and  would  not  reduce  our  reliance  on 
foreign  oil. 

However,  there  is  one  other  alternative  that  has 
received  little  consideration  which  we  think  should  be 
discussed  in  the  Pinal  BIS:   government  purchase  of  the 
surplus  oil  for  a  strategic  reserve.   Under  H.R.  49  paBBed 
by  the  94th  Congress,  the  government  Is  authorized  to  set  up 
a  stategic  reserve  of  a  six  month  supply,  over  a  billion 
barrels,  of  oil.   Why  couldn't  the  U.S.  purchase  at  least 
some  of  the  North  Slope  surplus,  and  leave  it  in  the  /ound  la 
Alaska  until  it  is  needed?  By  our  calculations,  ths  first 
six  years  of  the  projected  West  Coast  surplus  comes  to 
just  over  a  billion  barrels. 

Granted,  this  would  not  bring  Alaskan  oil  to  the  Midwest; 
we  would  still  have  to  import  that  oil.   But  this  strategic 
reserve  will  have  to  come  from  somewhere,  and  it  will  have  to 
be  stored  somewhere.   Why  not  buy  North  Slope  oil  and  store 
it  in  the  North  Slope?   It  makes  every  bit  as  muah  sense  as 
buying  Mideast  oil  for  the  stategic  reserve  and  storing  it 
in  salt  domes.   And  it  makes  more  sense  than  a  superport  at 
Long  Beach  or  Port  Angeles. 
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There  are  a  few  other  areas  which  we  would  like  to 
see  discussdsi  la  more  detail  In  the  Pinal  EIS: 
1)   The  impact  of  converting  two  natural  gas  lines  for  oil 
delivery  east.   BLM  assures  that  any  application  to  abandon 
a  second  line  will  be  subject  to  an  environmental  impact 
statement.   However,  we  think  it  highly  unlikely  that  such 
an  application  would  be  denied  if  El  Paso  Is  successful  la 
obtaining  approval  to  abandon  this  first  natural  gas  pipeline. 
In  fact,  one  of  the  advantages  of  the  Sohio  proposal, 
stressed  several  times  In  the  DEIS,  is  that  it  can  easily  be 
expanded. 

On  page  272  of  the  Federal  Energy  Administration's 
North  Slope  Crude,  './here  To°  -  How?  is  a  section  on  potential 
for  new  pipeline  construction.   The  FEA  states  that  "El  Paso 
responds  to  the  possibility  of  a  deficit  capacity  of  up  to  764 
mmcf/d  under  Phase  II  with  the  statement  that  if  there  were 
700  mmcf/d  of  natural  gas  to  move  to  California  and  no 
pipeline  to  carry  it,  it  would  be  appropriate  to  construct 
a  (new}  pipeline.   El  Paso  asserts  that  this  could  be  done 
at  no  significant  increase  In  cost  of  service  to  California 
customers. " 

The  FEA  disputes  El  Paso's  assertion  by  saying  that  the 
"Cost  of  the  new  pipeline  would  be  at  least  twice  the  cost 
of  the  abandoned  line  or  $230  million."  It  also  states  that 
the  time  lag  between  a  decision  to  construct  a  new  line  and 
start  of  operation  c  uld  delay  shipment  of  available  gas  to 
California. 


Also,  It  Is  interesting  to  note  that  El  Paso  Natural 
Gas  Company  has  made  an  application  to  build  a  natural  gas 
pipeline  parallel  to  the  Alaskan  oil  pipeline,  a  route  that 
would  require  a  marine  leg  and  an  LNG  facility  on  the  West 
Coast.   Couldn't  El  Paso's  abandonment  of  existing  gas  lines 
now  serving  California  be  used  to  Justify  the  "need"  for 
its  LNG  facility?  This  possibility  must  be  discussed  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

2)  The  transportation  cost*  of  the  Sohio  proposal  must 

be  figured  to  the  nearest  major  market,  Chicago,  not  merely 
to  Midland,  Texas. 

3)  What  are  the  air  pollution  "tradeoffs"  Sohio  Is  willing 
to  make  In  Long  Beach?  EPA  or  the  ARB  will  have  the  final 
decision  on  whether  or  not  these  tradeoffs  are  satisfactory. 
However,  reviewers  of  this  BIS  should  at  least  know  what  the 
tradeoffs  are. 

4)  Why  won't  the  entire  Sohio  Valdez-Long  Beach  tanker 
fleet  be  equipped  with  inerting  systems?  What  are  lnertlng 
systems,  anyway? 

5)  Since  a  major  oil  spill  is  recognized  as  one  of  the  most 
serious  impacts  of  this  proposal,  Sohio'e  Oil  Spill  Contingency 
Flans,  now  in  preparation,  should  have  been  completed  by 

the  applicant  in  time  to  be  Included  in  this  Draft  so  they 
could  be  thoroughly  reviewed  by  federal  agencies  and  the  public. 


RESPONSE 


Page   6 

I  Friends  of  the  Earth  suggests  that  these  Plans  be  circulated 
for  comment  as  a  supplement  to  the  Draft  EIS,  not  merely 
Included  in  the  Pinal  EIS  as  now  proposed. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views. 


Comment   #1 

This    is  not   a 
hence   is   not 
Storage   of  a 
crude   oil   wou 
tion  where   it 
foreign  crude 
West    Coast    to 
retention  of 
ground    would 
serve    for   tho 
States  most   d 


viable   alternative   and 
discussed   in   the   ES. 
strategic    reserve  of 
Id   have    to   be   at   a   loca- 
could    readily  replace 
oil    imports.      Without    a 
mid-continent   pipeline, 
Prudhoe   Bay  oil    in   the 
not   be   a   strategic    re- 
se    areas   of  the   United 
ependent   on    foreign  oil. 


Comment   #2 

It    is   outside    the    scope   of   this   pro- 
ject   to   analyze    future   plans   of  utili- 
ties . 

Comment   #3 

It    is   outside   the   scope   of  the   FES   to 
discuss   economic   cost-benefit   data. 
However,    please    refer   to   "North   Slope 
Crude   —   Where    to?      How? ,"    published 
by  the   Federal   Energy  Administration: 
Between   pages    224   and    225    there    is   a 
map   depicting   tariffs   of  several   al- 
ternative  routes   to   Chicago. 
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Comment    #4 

Trade-offs    proposed   by   the   applicant 
and   discussions  of  their   effectiveness 
can  be    found    in    Section  4.1.5   of   the 
FES. 

Comment    #5 

A  mitigating  measure,    requiring   all 
tankers   using   the    Pier   J    facility  to 
be   equipped   with   inerting   systems  or 
equivalent,   has   been   added   to    Section 
4.2.2.      The   description  of   the   tanker 
inert   gas   system   is   addressed   in 
Appendix   Al . 1 . 1 . 1 . 

Comment   #6 


The  oil  spill 
developed  in 
of  the  DES. 
pacts  in  Chap 
made .with  con 
provisions  in 
cy  plans  .  Th 
plans  are  ava 
the   Table   of 


contingency  plan  was   not 
time   for  review  as   part 
The   analysis   of  the    im- 
ter   5   of   the   FES  were 
sideration  of   the   general 

the   oil. spill   contingen- 
e   oil   spill    contingency 
ilable   as   referenced   in 
Contents    in   Chapter    1. 


(? 


SOUTHERN    ARIZONA    ENVIRONMENTAL    COUNCIL 


Bureau  of   Land  Management 
U.S.    Department   of    Interior 
Phoenix,   Arizona 


Dear  Sirs: 


The  Southern  Arizona  Environmental  Council  (SAEC)  appreciates 
this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  for 
the  proposed  system  of  the  SOHIO  Transportation  Company,  to  move 
crude  oil  from  Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas. 

The  SAEC  le  an  organization  composed  of  27  member  organizations, 
12  cooperating  member  organizations,  and  Individual  associate  members. 
Normally  our  actions  reflect  full  consideration  and  vote  by  represent- 
atives of  all  the  member  organizations.   In  this  case  there  vaa  Insuff- 
icient time  to  obtain  a  vote  by  the  member  organizations,  and  this 
statement  has  been  approved  by  the  SAEC  Executive  Committee. 

The  role  of  the  SAEC  Is  not  to  categorically  oppose  proposals 
which  may  be  environmentally  unsound,  In  whole  or  part,  but  to  offer 
constructive  criticism  designed  to  Improve  their  environmental  Impacts 
whenever  possible.   In  the  present  Instance,  an  attempt  will  be  made 
to  place  the  proposal  In  Its  correct  perspective,  to  suggest  specific 
ways  In  which  the  DEIS  should  be  Improved  and  to  supply  significant 
Information  which  is  lacking  in  the  DEIS.   The  following  Include 
our  recommendations  and  comments: 

I .  Surplus  Crude  Oil 

On  page  1-*  entitled  "1.1  Background  In  Brief"  and  the  accompanying 
Table  1.1-1,  indicating  the  anticipated  surpluses  oT   crude  oil  in  the 
West  Coast  during  future  years,  such  surpluses  being  the  reason  for 
SOHIO'a  making  the  present  proposal.   The  SAEC  Is  aware  of  the  frantic 
rush  by  the  large  petroleum  producers  ten  years  ago  to  Jump  on  the 
Alaskan  North  Slope  bandwagon,  of  the  severe  competition  to  acquire 
North  Slope  oil  rights,  of  the  pressure  tactics  used  by  the  industry 
to  Induce  the  Secretary  of  Interior  and  Congress  to  approve,  the  hotly 
disputed  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  route,  all  in  the  face  of  environmental 
objections  and  of  widespread  claims  that  the  oil  would  be  more 
urgently  needed  In  the  Mid-West  and  on  the  East  Coast  than  on  the 
Vest  Coast. 
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1.  Surplus   Crude   Oil    (cont) 

During  the  Intervening  decade,  we  have  witnessed  the  spectacle  of 
an  Industry  striving  to  cash  in  on  its  Investment  as  quickly  as 
possible,  with  apparently  little  regard  for  the  consequences  of  its 
pell-mell  scramble  now  reflected  in  an  inferior  pipeline  to  supply 
oil  where  it  isn't  needed  after  all.   We  environmentalists  might 
well  be  pardoned  if  we  now  were  to  proclaim  that  "We  told  you  so". 

2.  Alternatives 

In  chapter  eight  dealing  with  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action, 
most  of  those  considered  are  too  far-fetched  to  be  feasible,  while 
the  most  obvious  alternative  is  not  even  mentioned.   That  1b,  an 
entirely  new  pipeline  from  the  North  Slope  across  Canada  direct  to  the 
Mid-West  refineries.   It  la  concelvalbe  that  this  could  be  dismissed 
because  of  duplicated  investment  and  delays  in  completion,  but  It 
should  at  least  receive  thorough  consideration  in  the  DEIS.   There 
are  at  least  two  reasons  for  this:   such  a  route  is  presently  under 
consideration  for  the  future  gas  pipeline;  and  the  Alyeska  Oil  line 
now  nearlng  completion  may  be  a  failure  in  the  event  of  another 
severe  earthquake. 

3.  Refineries  in  Arizona 

Brief  mention  Is  made  In  the  DEIS  of  the  possibility  of  supplying 
crude  oil  to  an  as  yet  unplanned  refinery  In  Arizona,  but  there  la  no 
follow-up  to  that  item.   We  regard  this  to  be  a  serious  omission. 
If  the  applicent  expects  the  State  of  Arizona  to  submit  to  all  the 
potential  risks  associated  with  this  proposal,  more  serious  attention 
to  the  needB  of  the  State  1b  deserved.   We  understand  that  discussions 
on  this  subject  are  indeed  in  progress  currently.   If  such  Is  the  case, 
there  1b  every  reason  for  treating  It  as  a  closely  related  item  to  the 
matter  at  hand,  not  as  sn  afterthought,  piecemeal  fashion.   The  DEIS 
should  deal  with  this  prospect  thoroughly,  Including  discussion  of 
possible  sites  and  their  environmental  ImpactB. 

A.  Lack  of  Complete  Information 

It  Is  noted  that  the  proposal  Is  to  use  portions,  but  not  all,  of 
a  surplus  gas  pipeline.   A  number  of  significant  gaps  will  be  filled 
with  sectlonB  of  new  construction.   For  some  reason,  sections  of 
existing  pipe  line  will  not  be  used,  and  we  feel  an  explanations 
should  be  made.   The  DEIS  is  replete  with  references  to  mlBBlng  or 
Incomplete  information  and  plans.   If  the  points  Involved  are 
significant,  the  DEIS  should  not  be  finalized  without  them.   In  fact, 
all  reviewers  should  have  Buch  material  In  order  to  comment  Intelligent- 
ly.  It  le  recommended  that,  as  the  applicant  furnishes  the  missing 
dsta,  it  be  supplied  in  turn  to  the  reviewers. 


4  Council  of  commuruTy  0 
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A.    Lack  of  Complete    Information    (    cont) 

I  We   understand   that  at   one   stage   the   proposal   contemplated   the   use 

of   several    surge  tanks   to  control    the  flow  of   oil   which     might 
otherwise   escape   from   the   system  with   serious  consequences.      We   find 
no   reference   to   such   surge   tanks    In   the   present   DEIS,    and    au 
that  an  explanation   be  added   to   the   DEIS. 


nest 


5.  Oil  Spills  by  Tankers 


At  the  very  beginning  of  the  DEIS,  on  page  111  preceding  Chapter 
there  1b  a  summary  page.   The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  3,  states 
as  follows:   "Major  oil  spills  by  tankers  between  Valdez  and  Long 
Beach  would  result  In  significant  adverse  Impacts  on  blotlc 
communities,  aesthetics  and  recreational  resourses  in  Prince  William 
Sound  and  along  the  Southern  California  coast;  however,  the  occurrence 
of  a  major  spill  would  be  very  rare."  (underscoring  added). 
We  regard  the  underscored  portion  to  be  a  subjective  statement  which 
should  be  deleted.   The  frequency  of  spills  is  not  the  significant 
point;  if  one  were  to  occur  on  the  Initial  voyage  It  could  be 
equally  as  dlaastrous  as  one  ten  yearB  later.   Some  which  have 
occurred  In  recent  years  elsewhere  were  of  such  magnitude  as  to 
represent  completely  unacceptable  risks  on  this  project,  and  the  matter 
of  rarity  is  only  a  relative  one.   Since  a  major  spill  could  occur, 
even  though  Infrequently,  It  must  be  ruled  an  environmental  impact 
I  of  utmost  consequence,  without  apology  for  rarity. 

6.  Land  Subsidence 

Finally,  an  Impact  type  which  appears  to  have  been  dismissed  too 
lightly  In  the  DEIS  Is  that  which  results  from  land  subsidence.   It  la 
touched  on  briefly  In  chapter  2,  page  3-102,  and  in  more  detail  in 
chapter  3,  pages  3-24  and  3-25.   In  Arizona,  we  are  primarily  concerned 
with  eubeldence  stemming  from  widespread  pumping  of  groundwater  for 
purposes  of  agricultural  Irrigation.   This  has  been  recognized  In  the 
DEIS,  but  the  seriousness  of  the  consequences  has  been  underplayed. 

In  the  paragraph  at  the  top  of  page  3-25,  a  case  was  cited  of  a 
gas  pipe  section  which  upon  Inspection  showed  no  111  effects  from 
exposure  to  a  small  offset  flseure.   This  was  a  poor  example.   In  the 
first  place,  offsets  of  much  greater  magnitude  occur.   In  some  cases 
In  the  area  In  question,  well  pipes  extend  over  seven  feet  in  the  air 
after  the  land  around  them  has  subsided.   The  ability  or  a  30  inch 
pipeline  ,  filled  with  crude  oil  which  greatly  outweighs  the  natural 
gas  for  which  it  was  designed,  to  withstand  soch  stress  without 
fracturing  and  spilling  is  debatable. 
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6.    Land   Subsidence    (cont) 

Another   ,    perhaps  more   serious   situation  could   depend   on 
whether   the  direction  of  a   audden  fissure   Is  at   right  angles   or 
parallel    to   the   pipeline.      If   parallel,    the   pipe,    with   its   heavy 
load   of   oil,    could   be  left  with  little   eupport,    and  a   disastrous 
spill   could   ensue. 

The  U.S.    Geological    Survey   has   been  conducting   ln-depth   studies 
In  the  Plcacho-Coolldge-Casa  Grande   district,    and    has    identified 
tentatively   specific   hazardous   locales.      Two   particularly   vulnerable 
■pots   for  for  the   proposed   pipeline  appear  to   be   Just  north  of 
Picacho  Reservoir  and    in   the   vicinity  of   the  Case  Grande   Pumping 
Station. 

The   SAEC   Executive  Committee  makes   three   recommendations   on   this 
subject: 

a.  That  the  BLM  and  applicant   together  confer  with   the  USGS 
to  obtain   the  moat  recent   information. 

b.  That   the  pipeline  be   routed    to   bypass  all    subsidence   hazards. 

c.  That  no  pumping   station   or  refinery  be  considered    In 
such  a   location. 

The   SAEC   Executive  Committee   urges   the  BLM  to  make  necessary 
changes    In   the   DEIS   to  reflect   our   recommendations  and   oomments. 
Thank  you. 
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Comment   #1 

This  alternative  was  discussed  in  the 
Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  EIS  and 
considered  in  the  subsequent  decision 
to  use  the  route  to  Valdez.  BLM  does 
not  believe  any  further  discussion  is 
needed . 

Comment   #2 

Only  those  developments   which  are   di- 
rectly related   to    the   proposed    SOHIO 
crude   oil    transportation   system   are 
covered   by  this   Environmental    State- 
ment.     No  definite   plans   are   known   for 
a   refinery   in   Arizona  at   this   time. 
Should    such   a  development   involve   Fed- 
eral   lands   or   permits,    an  environ- 
mental  analysis   would   be  made   when   a 
proposal   was   submitted. 


Comment   #4 

The   surge   tanks    are    located   at    Indio 
and   Redington  and   are   described   in 
Section   1.2.3.2,    under   Service   Tanks. 

Comment   #5 

This   comment   was   considered,   but    the 
existing   statement   was  believed    to  be 
warranted . 

Comment   #6 

The   sections   on   subsidence   and    fis- 
sures  were   reanalyzed    in   light   of 
available  geologic    and   engineering  da- 
ta.     BLM  believes   that    the   potential 
impacts    from   subsidence   and    fissures 
are  minimal    and  no   text   changes   are 
warranted . 


Comment    #3 

Section  1.2.3.1,  Abandonment  and  Con- 
version of  Gas  Pipeline,  has  been  re- 
vised  to   reflect   this  comment. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

30HI0  Environmental  Impaot  Stud/  Projeot 

P.O.  Box  660 

Loi  Alamltoa,  Calif.  90720 


Gentlemeni 


This  reply  relative  to  study  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Study  on  the 
30HI0  Alaskan  Oil  Projeot  by  your  agency  deals  mainly  with  the  effeota 
and  the  environmental  pressure*  oould  have  on  the  north-central  section 
Of  Long  Bench. 

I  quote  from  your  studyi  Chapter  3,  Page  29  statest  "Areas  that  have 
been  Identified  as  susoeptlble  to  liquefaction  hazards  Include  the 
Long  Beach  Port  facilities*  the  portion  of  the  pipeline  that  flanks 
the  Los  Angeles  Hiver,  the  Snnta  Ana  River  urea,  and  the  area  In  the 
vicinity  of  the  Colorado  Blver." — There  Is  no  mention  of  the  fact  which 
Is  documented  In  the  Long  Beach  Safety  Element,  that  the  Kynes  tank 
farm  area  and  the  Bardlng  Street  approach  Is  the  second  worst  area  In 
Long  Beach  to  be  subjeot  to  liquefaction  potential.   Why  was  this  "over- 
looked"? 

2 J  It  Is  stated  on  this  same  page  of  the  studyi  "Earthquake- lnduoed  fires 
are  another  important  secondary  effect. "--I  agree,  especially  whan  two 
huge  oil  lines  are  traversing  an  area  like  Harding  Street  and  cross 
streets  that  carry  pipelines  that  under  high  pressure  are  transporting 
all  types  of  dangerous  petro-ohemloal  products.   These  lnterlaoed  pipe- 
lines on  these  streets  are  transporting  such  devastating  chemical  ma- 
terials awa*  asi  naphtha  (which  bells  at  36  degrees),  gasoline.  Jet 
fuel  and  who  knows  what  else.   If  these  plpellneSj  along  with  the  huge 
Alaskan  oil  pipelines  are  ruptures!  by  earthquakes,  the  fires  that  would 
ensue  from  the  sizing  of  these  chemical  materials  would  oause  a  hell 
on  earth  for  these  Innocent  people  and  their  children.   Even  earth-dig- 
ging trenching  equipment  could  rupture  the  present  petro-chemlcal  pipe- 
lines, an  aej'nuge  loss  of  life  and  property  could  ensue  Just  as  It  did 
In  Los  Angeles  recently.   Our  hazards  are  great  enough  now,  please  don't 
add  to  theml  t  •*/>  1 

affect- 

Tou  state  on  Page  3-25i  •Earthquakes  can  also  a-f-frot  the  operation  of 
support  equipment  whloh  Is  Intended  to  control  or  mitigate  problems  asso- 
ciated with  failures  In  the  system. ..For  example,  power  or  communica- 
tion facilities  Intended  to  close  valves,  control  fires  that  may  result 
from  earthquakes.   Valves  oan  be  rendered  Inoperative." — With  a  mile 
and  six-tenths  of  pipeline  through  a  heavily  populated  residential  area 
that  exists  on  Bardlng  Street,  an  area  that  could  be  subject  to  severe 
earthquakes  and  llquefaotlon  and  the  hazards  outlined  In  the  preceding 
paragraph,  would  It  be  good  Judgement  to  Install  these  two  huge  Alaskan 
oil  llnesT  TMs  pipeline  will  run  through  no  other  residential  areas  on 
Its  way  to  Midland,  Texas.   Why  should  we  be  especially  favored  with 
this  gigantic  hazard?  KNXT-TV,  Channel  2  reported  early  this  month  at 
2i30  p.m.  on  a  news-flash)  "Land  north  of  Los  Angeles  slnkt  six  inches." 
— I  believe  a  severe  earthquake  Is  lmlnent. 

Nowhere  oan  I  find  evidence  that  there  have  been  any  studies  of  the 
Harding  Street  approaoh  to  the  Hynes  site  or  the  Eynes  site  Itself,  par- 
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tlcularly  on  type  of  soil  and  the  effeota  of  llquefaotlon  in  this 
area  on  the  projeot.  Just  whet  Is  Intended?  Is  it  a  simple  ramrod 
approaoh  regardless  of  the  oost  in  human  Uvea,  health  and  property 
values  of  these  residents?  The  rodents  and  the  plants  In  the  fields 
that  this  pipeline  passes  sees  to  getting  more  consideration  than  Is 
human  life.  We  say.  If  Hynes  site  la  Intended  for  use  then  a  new  and 
complete  study  is  In  order,  otherviee  our  ecological  Interests  will 
not  have  been  addresses^." 

5 J  There  is  no  reference  to  total  weight  of  surge/storage  tanks  or  how 
land  of  whet  gage  steel  materials  they  will  be  built  to  withstand  the 
a  I  l-G  of  stress  from  earthquakes  Dr.  Paul  Prltts  said  was  necessary 
I  recently  In  this  aamc  board  room.   This  we  believe  should  have  been 
I  an  ImpfVatlve  segment  of  this  EX3. 

6,  In  Chapter  2,  Page  2-85  your  report  warns  about  the  Long  Beach  sub- 
sidence problem  end  -tatesi  "In  the  hon%   Beach  area,  continuous  moni- 
toring is  required  beoause  the  land  surface  responds  quickly  ".o  sub- 
sidence pressure  changes."— It  appears  to  us  t-.at  under  these  con- 
ditions of  land  Instability  and  the  constant  withdrew^  of  oil  deposits 
that  this  area  Is  more  vulnerable  to  heavy  earthquake  damage  which 
could  wreck  the  oil  storage  tanks,  oause  fires  and  heavy  loss  of  life 
and  property  for  the  people  of  Lon£  Be^ch.   This  project  Just  has 

too  many  negative  aspects  to  be  approved. 

7,  On  Page  2-259  you  statei  "Emissions  in  conjunction  with  topography 
and  climate  give  rise  to  the  worst  photochemical  air  pollution  In  the 
nation. "--This  statement  referred  to  Long  Beach  and  is  still  another 
area  of  argument  that  should  eliminate  this  oil  project  from  Long 
Beach  which  Is  becoming  known  as  the  city  of  the  "black  lung^"'Thl8 
title' being  earned  because  of  the  concentration  of  petro-chemlcal  in- 
dustry and  the  pollution  that  it  produoes  within  this  city  or  on  Its 
Immediate  borders. 

On  Page  2-269  your  report  admits  that  the  area  south  of  Los  Angeles 
which  Includes  Long  Beach  and  Whlttler  has  the  highest  concentrations 
of  sulfur  oxides  In  the  country.   Hydrocarbon  measurement  reportlnge 
for  the  Long  Beach  area  were  discontinued  by  the  APCD  in  1966.   Why? 
The  results  of  tests  were  high  then.   The  APCD  measurements  were  con- 
tinued In  the  Los  Angeles  area  where  the  measurements  declined. 
Long  Beach^the  home  of  the  petro-cheml!cal  Industry,  needed  surveill- 
ance, but  lost  this  on  hydrocarbon  emissions  In  i960.  Why? 

No  report  in  your  EIS  wes  made  on  the  potential  noise  problem  during 
and  after  construction  at  Hynes  of  the  surge/storage  tanks  etc.  al- 
though in  your  preliminary  draft,  attention  its  paid  tb  th*  residents 
who  will  be  living  within  50  feet  ^f  this  racket.   Severe  Impacts 
will  have  to  be  absorbed  by  these  people^and  the  report  further  states 
they  will  be  vitally  affected  by  pumping  station  equipment  which  will 
operate  2k   hours  a  day.   These  residents'  sleep  will  be  disturbed. 
Bow  do  people  exist  without  sleep?  This  area  Is  already  over-bur- 
dened with  a  high  noise  level  from  the  presently  situated  petro-chem- 
lcal Industry,  and  this  project  wamts  to  add  more  nolae  and  pollution? 

9J*our  EIS  did  not  deal  with  supertankers*  potential  for  explosion  in 
6  lour  harbor,  such  as  the  incident  that  happened  on  Frliay,  Dec.  17,  19?6 
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RESPONSE 


at  7i*K>  P-M.  at  San  Pedro  Berth  58.   The  probable  cause  Is  speculated 
to  have  been  gas  fumes  built  up  within  the  supertanker  Sanslnena's 
tremendous  holds  for  crude  oil.   These  tankers  are  forbidden  to  purge 
these  holds  in  po*>t,  due  to  the  air  pollution  that  this  would  cause 
for  on-shore  residents,  but  by  retaining  these  gases  for  purging  at 
sea  the  factor  of  hazard  remains  as  long  as  the  supertankers  remain 
in  port... They  are  llteral/ytlme  bombs  under  these  circumstances. .  .We 
hardly  need  this  type  of  hazard  coupled  with  the  danger  of  earthquake* 
and  the  devastation  that  ruptured  or  overturned  storage  tanks  would 
provide  for  this  town.   This  project  does  not  belong  here  in  Long  Beach. 
On  the  same  day  of  the  Sanslnena  tragedy  that  took  nine  lives,  another 
super  tanker,  the  Argo  Merohantjwas  breaking  apart  after  running  aground 
near  Boston  yand  It  waa  spewing  crude  oil  over  the  ocean  and  beaoher  In 
an  ecologically  dandterous  way  on  and  after  Saturday,  December  20,  1976. 
Another  supertanker";  the  97*»-foot  ahlp  that  went  aground  here,,  blocked 
Angels  Gate  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor.   Do  we  not  have  enough  cases  of 
tragedy  and  potential  tragedy  for  guidance  here  in  long  Beach?   It  ap- 
pears that  we  have.  KNBC-TV  reports  that  the  Amgo  Merchant  Just  men- 
tioned has  had  18  mishaps  at  sea.,. 

I  have  letters  dated  0ot.  21,  l9?6,  Nov.  17,  1976  and  Dec.  6,  1976  ad- 
dressed to  the  Long  Beach  Building  enc"  Safety  Deportment  that  ask  for^ 
information  on  whether  this  department  has  conducted  liquefaction  anil 
dynamic  analysis  tests  es  required  by  ordinance  of  the  land  thpt  this 
project's  storage/surge  tanks  would  be  built  upon.   This  land  has  e  12- 
foot  groundwater  level.   Tests  ere  required  if  groundwater  level  1r  less 
than  50  feet.   This  city  remains  in  a  position  of  Indifference  to  the 
sefety  and  welfare  of  its  residents.   If  no  problem  existed.  I'm  sure 
that  I  would  have  had  a  response  by  letter  weeks  ago.   Our  ^rea  also 
has  been  recognized  as  the  most  orltloal  to  fire  hazard  within  the  city, 
two  mors  fire' stations  are  projected* in  thaSafety  Element  of  the  Plan- 
ning Department.  Why?   I'm  sure  I  do  not  have  to  elaborate  on  this.  Tou 
can  figure  thpt  one  out  without  my  assistance!   We  ask  that  our  area 
not  be  further  hazarded  by  the  two  huge  Alaskan  oil  surge/storage  tanks. 
Mr.  Ivar  Peterson  of  Long  Beach  Emergency  Preparedness  has  written  that 
my  conoerns  are  val \&t 


Prank  H,  Arundel,  Chairman 
Cherry  Manor  Area  Homeowners  Assn, 
2268  East  63rd  Street 
Long  Beach,  Calif,  90&05 


Comment    #1 

The    inland    terminal   will   be   at   the 
Dominguez   Hills    site    according   to 
S0HI0,      Therefore,    neither    the   Hynes 
tank   farm   nor   Harding    Street   will    be 
involved    in    the    project. 

Comment   #2 

The   discussions    of    earthquake   hazards 
and   related   mitigating  measures    con- 
tained  in   Sections   3.1,3.3,   4.1.2, 
4,2.2,    4.3.2    and    5.3    are   believed    to 
be    adequate . 

Comment    #3 

See    response    to   Comment    1. 

Comment    #4 

See    response    to    Comment    1 , 


. i    Secty.   Sandra  Hess 
Congressman  Hannaford 
Atty.   Zommlck 
City.   Atty.   Leonard  Putnam 
Semator  Alan   Cranston 

. i   ¥e  now  find   that 
interlace  the  Lo 

and  have  no  emergency  automatic  shutloff" valves.*     1  ;tern 

of  lack  of  responsibility  by   this  city's  government  must  be 

«a^uaJre.Pr°te0t  **  *"*•  °f  °Ur  ""  ln  ""  of  ■««• 


9-236 


Comment  #5 

Use  of  Hynes  as  the  site  for  the  in- 
land terminal  is  no  longer  being  con- 
sidered by  SOHIO.   If  Hynes  were  used 
in  emission  trade-offs,  dismantling 
noise  (which  is  of  limited  duration) 
should  be  less  than  current  noise  from 
operating  equipment  near  the  site. 

Comment  #6 

Section  3.1.17  has  been  expanded  to 
include  the  impacts  of  a  tanker  ex- 
plosion. 
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9.17.5      Individuals 


January  1,   I  377 


Comments  by  Orme  Lewis,  Jr 


January  4,   1977 


Comments  by: 

Orme  Lewis,   Jr. 

Natural   Resource  Consultant 

4350  E.   Camelback  Rd.(   Suite  220-E 

Phoenix,  A2  85018 

Presented  to: 

S0HI0  EIS  Project 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Los  Alamitos,  CA  90720 


Having  been  Involved  for  the  past  several  years  In  the  considerations 
which  will  provide  a  new  source  of  enerqy  for  the  Southwest,  I  appear  before 
you  today  to  recommend  revisions  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ment.  In  particular,  the  final  statement  should  discuss  the  Impact  of  the 
development  of  a  grass-roots  petroleum  refinery  In  connection  with  the 
S0HIO  system. 

In  order  to  place  the  Issurs  In  better  persoectlve  to  Arizona, 
recognition  should  be  first  given  to  the  fact  that  85t  of  the  energy 
consumed  In  Arizona  Is  produced  out-of-state.  This  neither  serves  the 
best  Interest  of  the  consumer  or  the  Industry.  As  was  witnessed  during 
the  curtailment  of  natural  gas  and  the  allocation  of  other  products, 
Arizona  must  provide  an  expanded  energy  base.   The  gravity  of  the  demand 
for  products  is  demonstrated  by  comparing  the  '74  consumption  of  53  million 
barrels  to  the  projecfTconsumotion  of  '76  of  64  million  barrels. 

With  respect  to  the  economic  analysis  pertaining  to  the  subject  EIS, 
may  I  suggest  that  broader  consideration  be  given  to  the  Impact  of  the  cost 
benefits  resulting  from  the  conversion  of  the  system.  Besides  the  trans- 
portation cost  savings  attributed  to  a  more  efficient  system,  analysis 
should  be  made  of  the  benefits  of  providing  distillate  and  residual  fuels 


on  a  more  assured  basis  to  utilities.  Local  utilities  consumed  about  half 
of  the  26  million  barrels  of  such  fuels  imported  Into  Arizona  last  year. 
Equally  important,  the  conversion  of  the  El  Paso  line  results  in  a  duel 
benefit  on  ad  valorum  taxes:  first,  it  would  remove  the  system  from  the 
rate  base  of  the  gV  distribution  system,  and  second,  it  would  substantially 
increase  the  assessed  full  cash  value  attributed  to  a  fully  utilized  system. 

The  discussion  of  the  national  security  and  economic  Impact  might  well 
be  broadened  to  Include  the  advantages  attributed  to  encouraging  new  and 
more  diverse  refining  capacity  in  connection  with  the  conversion  and 
utilization  of  the  S0HI0  pipeline.   It  is  1n  the  national  Interest  that 
the  country*s  dependence  be  shifted  from  the  2.5  million  barrels  per  day 
of  refined  products  which  are  presently  tmoorted.  A  partial  response  to 
this  grave  oroblem  Is  the  creation  of  a  more  favorable  environment  for  the 
development  of  grass-roots  refineries,  especially  in  areas  proximate  to 
growing  markets.  Such  a  development  Is  Important  to  Arizona  because  of  the 
rate  of  growth  and  the  need  for  more  assured  supplies  for  utilities  and 
strategic  defense  Installations.  The  development  of  a  refinery  in  Arizona 
depends  upon  a  known  supply  of  crude  and  a  suitable  blend  stock. 
Accordingly,  the  system  should  be  designed  and  permitted  to  accommodate 
both  domestic  and  foreign  petroleum  from  sources  other  than  Alaska, 
Neither  Indonesian  nor  Mexican  crude  should  be  overlooked. 

The  ultimate  capacity  and  use  of  the  line  becomes  a  critical  issue 
when  consideration  is  given  to  the  demands  for  blend  stocks  in  addition  to  the 
contemplated  500,000  barrels  per  day  of  Alaskan  crude.  Such  a  renu1rpm*it 
may  well  necessitate  additional  docking,  terminal  and  storage  facilities 
as  well  as  the  expansion  of  compressor  pumping  stations  and  discharge 


RESPONSE 


Comments  by  Orme  Lewis,  Jr. 


January  4,  1977 


depots.   Rather  than  deferring  these  Important  Issues,  it  is  urged  that 
the  final  EIS  and  related  economic  analysis  provide  further  discussion  of  the 
Impact  of  new  refining  canacity  which  will  be  dependent  on  the  character 
and  cost  of  the  thru-put  in  the  S0HI0  ploellne. 

In  order  that  a  grass-roots  refinery  can  be  established  as  soon  as 
possible  In  Arizona,  it  Is  critical  that  the  EIS  address  several  factors: 

1.  Broadening  the  scope  of  the  permit  to  Include  the  transportation 

and  discharge  at  intermittent  points  of  petroleum  blends  and  products. 

2.  Increase  the  capacity  of  the  terminal  facilities  and  pumping 
stations  to  transport  petroleum  in  excess  of  the  contemplated 
500,000  barrells  per  day  day. 

3.  Reserve  allocations  of  crude  for  Arizona  in  order  to  encourage 
the  earlier  development  of  a  refinery. 

4.  Designate  "reaches"  within  the  system  in  which  discharge  terminals 
would  create  the  minimum  harm  to  the  environment. 

5.  Provide  a  general  overview  of  the  circumstantes  in  which  a  refinery 
In  Arizona  would  be  dependent  upon  the  S0HI0  system. 

THEREFORE,  I  urge  that  the  final  EIS  Droperly  assess  the  Impact  of 

issuing  permits  which  will  afford  the  opportunity  to  more  quickly  develop 

a  grass-roots  refinery.   It  has  become  apparent  that  it  Is  in  the  local, 

regional  and  national  Interest  that  the  pipeline  not  oreclude,  but 

encourage  the  early  advent  of  a  refinery  which  can  mitigate  the  increasing 

dependence  of  Arizona  and  the  United  States  on  foreign  products. 


Comment   #1 


Discussions   of  these   types   of  economic 
benefits   are   outside   the   scope   of   this 
analysis   of  environmental    impacts   of 
the   proposed   crude   oil   transportation 
system    from  Valdez,    Alaska,    to   Mid- 
land ,    Texas . 

Comment   #2 

No  discussion  of   these   points    in   the 
text   is   considered    to  be  warranted 
since   conversion  of  the   eas   pipeline 
is   expected   to   have    little  or  no  ef- 
fect  on   local    tax   structures. 

Comment   #3 

Possible    future   developments   such   as 
an  Arizona  refinery  would   be  dependent 
on   local    supply  and   demand   considera- 
tions.     Because  no    firm  plans   cur- 
rently exist,    a  discussion   of   impacts 
on  such  hypothetical  developments    is 
considered   outside    the   scope   of  this 
project . 
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RESPONSE 


Comment  #1 


It  is  shown  in  Chapter  3  (impacts)  and 
Chapter  8  (all-new  construction  alter- 
native) of  the  FESthat  utilization  of 
the  existing  gas  pipeline  will  gener- 
ally result  in  less  environmental  dam- 
age than  new  oil  pipeline  construc- 
tion. 

Comment  #2 

The  maps  used  are  the  most  current 
topographic  maps  at  uniform  scale 
available;  more  current  highway  maps 
lack  topography  which  was  considered 
essential  to  various  environmental 
factors.   However,  existing  highway 
routes  were  considered  in  the  analy- 
sis . 

Comment  #3 

Chapter  1  describes  the  technical  pro- 
cess of  converting  the  gas  pipeline  to 
accommodate  transporting  oil.   Chapter 
3  discusses  the  impacts  of  this 
conversion  and  the  operation  of  an  oil 
pipeline.   No  additional  future 
construction  activities  are  proposed 
as  part  of  this  conversion  process. 
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STEPHEN  MIUEVICH 


RESPONSE 


January  21,  1977 


Project    M«n<iger 

U.    3.    Bureau   of  Lano   Management 

P.    0.    Boi   660 

Lob   Ulamltos,    California     90720 

D«ar  Sin 

In  regard  to  the  9onlo  proposal,  eettln0  aside  the  contro- 
versial objections  which  ore  of  An  unpreoict.ble  nature  such  as 
earthquake  and  ehlp  collision  factors,  there  renalne  the  one  certain 
or  undesirable  effect;  that  of  further  pollution  of  the  air  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Air  basin. 

The  Sohlo  project  could  ba  modified  to  reduce  the  emissions 
to  near  zero  (outside  of  accident  from  eartnquake  and  ship  collision) 
by  adding  t*o  conditions  before  permission  to  proceer,  with  the  project 
is  granted. 


II  believe 
can  be  ma< 


1. 


Complete  prevention  of  emissions  from  storage  tantts. 
method  of  sealing  the  floating  roof  of  a  storage  tank 
both  technically  ano  economically  feasible. 


2.   The  construction  of  branch  oil  pipelines,  connecting 
with  exieUnr.  or  proposed  pipelines,  to  a  point  north  of  the  mountains 
surrounding  the  Los  Angeles  Air  Baaln.   Or  alternately  tapping  into 
the  line  going  east  in  an  area  outside  the  Los  Angeles  Air  Basin. 
Any  expansion,  therefore,  of  oil  refineries  and  especially  tne  estab- 
lishment of  plastic  or  petro-chemlcal  plants  ana  also  the  expansion 
of  oil  fueleu  power  plants  could  take  place  outside  of  tne  Los  Angeles 
Air  Basin. 

As  for  trade-offs,  any  concern  for  the  increased  cost  ol 
bulldlnb  branch  lines  would  be  balancer,  by  a  reduction  in  air  pollution 
with  a  concern  for  the  health  of  the  population  of  the  basin. 

Por  too  long  the  air  in  the  basin  has  been  increasingly 
polluted.   It  is  time  so  not  only  stop  the  increase,  but  to  reverse 


Comment   #1 

Safe,    zero-emission  equipment   is  not 
now     on  the    shelf."      BLM  has  not    sug- 
gested   such   a  mitigating  measure  be- 
cause development    time   is   uncertain. 

Comment   #2 

The   DES   and    FES   assume  no   expansion   of 
refinery  capacity  resulting    from  the 
project.      See   Section   3.1.16.5,    Energy 
Supply   and    Demand. 


Respectfully  you 


?&rffiitjA*^ 


6 


332  Morro  Bay  Blvd. 
Morro  Bay ,Cal, 93442 
January  17,  1977 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Mengement 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los   Alamltos,Cal, 90720 


Dear  Sir, 

I  find  the  EIS  for  the  S0HI0  supertanker  proposal  to  be  satis- 
factory except  for  Its  offhand  mention  of  the  alternative  sights 
on  the  Central  Coast. 

Any  detrimental  effects  In  Long  Beach  will  also  be  harmful  here 
only  in  a  greater  sense,  as  this  area  is  not  industrialized.   Peo- 
ple have  lived  here  for  years  and  of  late  are  moving  into  the 
area  in  greater  numbers  to  get  away  from  such  operations.   So  many 
spots  up  and  down  the  coast  have  been  tarnished  by  our  'n^ed*  for 
oil  or  our  'need*  for  industry.   I  plead  that  the  Central  Coast 
be  dropped  for  consideration  and  left  for  our  'need'  for  a  clean 
environment. 

The  harbor  facilities  in  Long  Beach,  the  easy  access  to  relat- 
ed equipment  and  the  speed  of  cleanup  at  time  of  spill  or  accldentr 
point  up  three  reasons  that  area  is  more  suitable.  The  fact  that 
Long  Beach  offers  assistance  both  in  arrangements  and  in  finances 
should  also  be  considered  a  plus.  A  long  difficult  battle,  rather 
than,  cooperation,  may  be  on  hand  here  on  the  Centra^ ^wrfst".  t,  , 
for  one,  am  ready  to  Join  that  fight  if  it  comes. 


Apprehensively,  •'.  - 


tS  ■ 


RESPONSE 
Comment   #1 

Section  8.2.2.2  has  been  expanded  in 
the  FES  to  clarify  the  potential  im- 
pacts associated  with  these  alterna- 
tive  port    sites. 
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Harry  L.  SUcockt 
1143  Lombartn  Ave. 
Lwermon,  Ca  94550 

December  23,  1976 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

LIS  Project  Office 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  Ca.  90720 


I  would  at  this  time  like  to  comment  on  the  draft 
EIS  "Crude  Oil  Transportation  System:  Valdez,  Alaska 
to  Midland,  Texas". 

Is  it  possible  to  use  equipment  that  would  "capture" 
from  the  unloading  operations  (venting)  and  those 
purging  operations  that  might  be  conducted  within  the 
harbor  area,  thereby  preventing  these  vapors  from 
entering  the  atmosphere2 

Is  it  possible  to  use  an  inert  gas  during  the  unloading 
operations  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  an  explosion? 

Is  it  possible  to  require  that  only  those  tankers  that 
use  segregated  ballest  be  used2 

If  it  is  possible  to  use  equipment  that  will  capture  the 
vapors  from  unloading  and  cleaning  operations,  can  the 
use  of  such  equipment  be  required? 

In  regard  to  the  route  the  tankers  will  use,  it  would  seem 
that  it  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  shore  environ- 
ment to  require  that  the  tankers  remain  as  far  off  shore 
as  possible  for  as  long  as  possible.   Can  the  Coast  Guard 
require  the  tankers  to  follow  a  specific  route.   If  so 
has  the  Coast  Guard  considered  this  possibility.   It  is 
to  be  remembered  that  an  error  in  navigation  of  17 
miles  has  resulted  in  the  worst  oil  spill  in  the  United 
States.   These  errors  must  be  considered  in  this  EIS. 

I  While  the  oil  from  alaska  should  remain  in  the  United 
States,  it  would  seem  that  SCHI0  could  as  should  be  required 
to  develop  the  ability  to  contain  vapors  from  the  un- 
loading, cleaning  and  ballasting  in  such  a  manner  that 
the  amount  of  vapors  released  into  the  atmosphere  would 
be  insignificant. 


(2) 

It  would  also  appear  that  the  protection  of  the  shore 

environment  is  of  such  importance  that  the  route  taken 

by  the  tankers  should  be  as  far  from  the  shore  as  possible 

until  the  final" turn  is  made.   The  only  purpose  in  route 

selection  should  be  environmental  protection.   The 

best  route  is  that  route  that  best  protects  the  environment. 

Sea  otters  can  not  tolerate  any  oil  contamination  whatsoever 
therefor  to  insure  their  protection  from  an  oil  spill, 
tankers  should  be  required  to  maintain  a  distance  from 
shore  that  would  insure  that  the  oil  would  not  reach 
their  environment.   Can  this  be  made  a  part  of  the  permit? 

SCHI0  should  realize  that  there  are  many  concerned  persons 
who  know  that  the  oil  from  nlaska  must  be  brought  into  the 
continental  United  States.   These  same  individuals  also 
desire  to  bring  the  oil  to  the  continental  United  States 
in  a  manner  that  will  protect  the  environment.   Its  not 
that  they  are  against  it,  its  that  they  also  wantenviron- 
mental  protection. 

-|  I  also  expect  to  see  a  complete  and  honest  evaluation  of 
^1  the  explosion  of  the  tanker  Sansinema. 


sincerely  yours, 

-      /   -. 
Harry  L.  Silcocks 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


Sections   4.2.2   and   4.3.2,    under   Port 
Area,   have   been  revised   and   expanded 
to   reflect   these    tanker   equipment   and 
operation  concerns. 

Comment   #2 

Tanker   routing  has  been   addressed   in 
Appendix  Al.l.l.l-A,    Tanker   Traffic 
Study.      Specific   routes   can  be   re- 
quired  where   specific   or    significant 
navigation  hazards   are   present. 


Comment   #4 

The    impacts   of   a   tanker   explosion   are 
discussed   in   Section   3.1.17. 


Comment   #3 


Between  Monter 
Obispo  Bay,  th 
California  sea 
will  be  at  lea 
Studies  cited 
under  Oil  Spil 
oil  spill  impa 
areas  are  cons 
the  tanker  dis 
the   projected 


ey   Bay  and    San   Luis 
e   primary  range  of  the 
otter,    the    S0HI0   fleet 
st    50  miles   offshore, 
in   Section   3.1.5.1.2, 
1   Trajectory,    state    that 
cts   to   these   coastal 
idered    remote  because   of 
tances    from   shore   and 
spill    life   of  the   oil. 
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January  5,  1977 

;  before  the 
PUBLIC  HEARING,  los  Angeles,  Calif. 
Draft  Environmental  Impoct  otatement  lor  tho 
crude  oil  troncportetion  system  from  Wider. , 

:ka   to  Midland,  Texas  00  proponed  by 
SOIilO  Transportation  Company 

Good  afternoon  Mr.  Chainn.m.   My  name  is  Frank  Slaton,  and  I 
!■  at  931  South  Burekn  Street,  Hedland:;.   I  own  property 
in  the  Smiley  Heights  area  of  Rcdlondr.  -  specifically  tract 

-  the  tract  closest  to  the  proposed  Kedlands  pump  statio 
1  represent  over  two-thirds  of  the  property  owners  in  the 

tie]  ares.  The  quiet  enjoyment  of  our  homes,  and  the 
very  value  of  nur  choice  residential  property  is  threatened 
by  the  introd  ,^-tion  of  on  unwarranted  noise  source. 

1  urn  not  expressing  a  goner ol  opposite  peline. 

(est  is  limited  to  tho  Redlanda  I'ump  Station.   My 
specific  concern  is  the  noise  during  operations. 

Maps  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement  clearly 

1 fy  the  proposed  locution  of  the  Hcdlands  Pump  Station 
as  adjacent  to  developed  residential  property.   It  says  the 
distance  to  the  Redlandu  Community  Hospital  is  1,500  feet. 
My  property  is  even  closer. 

The  report  recognizes  that  there  may  be  some  degree  of 
annoyance  and  complaints  due  to  the  chunge  in  noise  levels 
at  the  Redlands  Pump  Station.  Quoting:  ..."(Pump)  station 
operation  would  be  clearly  heard  at  those  receptors  at  dis- 
tances of  ?,000  to  3,000  feet  and  ever.  Rreritor,  when  daily 
background  noise  levels  are  lowest  (generally  at  night  and 
early  mourning)  ..." 

II  recognize  that  acoustical  barriers  ore  u  possible  solution. 
II  would  like  to  offer  a  better  alternative  -  move  the  pump 
[station  at  least  five  miles  east.   Thi:.  would  move  it  to 
I  open  space,  and  the  new  location  is  within  the  eleven  mile 
I  lengih  of  new  pipe  being  laid. 

nk  you. 


T.  Slaton 
931  South  Eureka  . 
Redlands,  California 
(714)  792-2078 


Tho  following  property  owners  have  notified  me  in  writing  that 
the.  agree  with  my  comments  and  concur  in  my  proposed  aolution: 

R.  E.  Cedergren 
1500  Serpentine  Dr. 

William  E.  Cunningham 
1112  San  Jacinto 

Wilmer  J.  Engevik 
Cypress  at  Nottingham 

Jeannette  M.  Finch 
P.O.  Box  1192 

David  L.  Goodwin 
991  Pine  Avenue 

Joseph  E.  Hearn 

1^42  Serpentine  Drive 

Arthur  M.  Jensen 
1349  Pine  Knoll  Crest 

0.  W.  Krest 

1504  Serpentine  Drive 

Dr.  Donald  E.  Newnham 

1346  Pine  Knoll  Crest 

Hugo  Riff el 

1561  Smiley  Heights  Drive 

Philip  M.  Schott 
1206  Cedar  Avenue 

Vance  H.  Taylor 

1347  Pine  Knoll  Crest 

Betty  Voss 

12100  San  Timiteo  Canyon  Rd. 

All  addresses  -  Redlands  California  92373 


i^/Jl 


JtxT 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


A  mitigating  measure    to  move    the 
Redlands   Pump   Station  to   the   west   was 
explored,    but    no   commitment    for   such    a 
measure   was    obtained    from  any   concern- 
ed   permitting  agency.      In   Section 
4.2.3    a  mitigating  measure   to   reduce 
visual    and  noise    impacts   at   the  pro- 
posed   site    is   discussed. 


January  4,  1976 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California  90720 

Sir: 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Statement 

Standard  Oil  of  Ohio  (Sohio)  project 

I  have  re*d  in  the  local  newspaper  the  notification  regarding  public  hearings  on 
the  above  project,  and  solicitation  of  comments. 

I  do  not  have  a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  statement  and  therefore  am  not  able 
to  comment  meaningfully  on  it,  however,  my  concern  is  that  the  possibility  of  locating 
a  distribution  platform  off  the  Guadalupe  Dune  area  has  been  reported  in  the  local 
media,  and  I  wish  to  urge  that  if  this  type  of  a  proposal  is  indicated  as  an  alternative 
then  a  thorough  environmental  study  will  be  necessary  in  order  to  evaluate  the  impacts 
of  such  a  project  on  the  local  area. 

I  The  local  media  has  reported  on  visits  to  the  Guadalupe  dune  area  by  various  officials. 
Some  of  the  conclusions  that  have  been  reported  are  erroneous;  primarily,  1  must  point 
out  that  the  prevailing  winds  in  this  area  are  landward,  rather  than  seaward,  as  one 
official  had  concluded,  and  any  air  pollution  would  in  fact  be  brought  over  the  land  by 
the  prevailing  winds  and  would  have  a  detrimental  effect  upon  the  air  quality  of  the 
Santa  Maria  Valley. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


(Mrs.)  LaVonne  McGee 

1856  Wade  Court 

Santa  Maria,  California  9345 

RESPONSE 


Comment    #1 


Sections   8.0,2   and   8.2.5.1   have  been 
expanded    to   discuss   Guadalupe   Dunes 
and   other   central   coast    port    alterna- 
tives.     The   sections   include   discus- 
sion of  potential    air   quality  impacts 
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9.17.6      Applicant   and   Applicant's    Representatives 


January  10,  1977 


Mr.  Charles  R.  Tulloss 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

EIS  Project  Office 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California 


Reference: 


S0HI0  Crude  Oil  Transportation  System 
Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impai 


Dear  Mr.  Tulloss: 

El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  (El  Paso)  has  reviewed  the  eight  volume 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  on  the  Crude  Oil  Transpor- 
tation System:   Valdez,  Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas  (As  Proposed  by  SOHI0 
Transportation  Company).   Based  upon  this  detail  review.  El  Paso  has 
the  following  comments  to  offer  on  this  DEIS. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  (El  Paso)  believei 

Management's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statei 

careful,  thorough  analysis  of  the  baseline  en' 

proposed  SOHIO  Crude  Oil  Transportation  Systei 

potential  impacts  that  the  proposed  system  wi 

and  the  effectiveness  of  the  proposed  mitlgat 

those  impacts.   However,  additional  analysis  i 

probability  of  any  of  the  potential  impacts  actually  existing-   El  Paso 

believes  that  this  would  provide  the  reader  with  the  best  mechanism  for 

assessing  the  likelihood  that  any  of  the  projected  impacts  would  be 

significant. 

It  ia  also  evident  that  SOHIO's  Oil  Spill  Contingency  Plan  (OSCP)  for 
the  proposed  project  was  not  utilized  In  analyzing  potential  oil  spill 
impacts  and  related  mitigation  measures.   As  a  result  of  this  situation, 
many  possible  oil  spill  impacts  were  stated  as  potentially  significant 
when  if  the  OSCP  is  considered  these  impacts  may  not  occur  at  all  or  be 
substantially  mitigated.  Accordingly,  El  Paso  suggests  that  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  reflect  the  fact  that  an  OSCP  will 
be  developed  and  that  the  plan  when  implemented  will  mitigate  the  impacts 
resulting  from  an  oil  spill. 


that  the 

Bureau  of  Land 

nt  (DEIS 

represents  a 

ronment 

hrough  which  the 

will  tra 

erse.  the 

have  on 

that  baseline 

g  measures  to  minimize 

uld  be  1 

tcluded  on  the 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 
Page  1-1.  line  6 

Should  read  as  follows:   " 
Page  1-2,  1st  paragraph,  line  3 

Insert  "...  new  power   transmission,  .  ." 
Pa%e  1-2,  1st  paragraph,  line  8 

There  is  no  mention  of  conversion  in  Texas 
Page  1-6 1   1st  paragraph,  line  9 


rude  oil  produced   fr 


should  be  changed  I 


".  .  ,  without  additional  pumps 
additional  pump  capacity." 

Page  III-8,  1st  full  paragraph 

Because  of  the  use  of  an  existing  El  Paso  pipeline  in  the  proposed 
oil  transportation  system,  there  will  be  minimal  need  for  further 
soil  compaction  east  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Some  perspective  regarding  the  magnitude  of  all  referenced  impacts 


Page  III-8,  3rd  paragraph 

The  discussion  of  the  discharge  of  water  used  during  hydrostatic 
testing  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  Project  Description, 
page  1-110. 

CHAPTER  1  -  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

Page  1-2,  3rd  full  paragraph 

I  The  total  length  of  the  line  as  reflected  here  is  1,026  miles;  the 
length  as  shown  on  Figure  1  is  1,013  miles.  The  correct  length  is 
1,026  miles. 

Page  1-2.  &th  paragraph 

I  The  length  of  new  pipeline  will  be  approximately  106  miles. 
The  length  of  existing  pipeline  is  approximately  592  miles. 


Page  1-3,  2nd  paragraph 

The  following  paragraph  would  clarify  that  the  new  pipeline  built 
under  this  project  could  handle  a  1,000,000  bbl/d  throughput  for 
the  proposed  system. 

The  proposed  system  could  be  expanded  to  accommodate   larger 
crude  oil  volumes  in  the  event  a  greater  crude  surplus  de- 
velops on  the  West  Coast.      New  construction  to  complete   the 
proposed  pipeline  system  between   the   terminals  will  use  42" 
diameter  pipe.      The  natural  gas  pipeline  presently  proposed 
for  abandonment  and  conversion  for  use  in   this  system  is 
comprised  of  30"  diameter  pipe.      The  30"  diameter  pipe  restricts 
flow  to  approximately   600,000  bbl/d.      It  is  possible  that  a 
second  natural  gas   line  could  be  made  available  in  the  early 
1980' s  as  a  result  of  continuing  decline  in  Permian  Basin  gas 
production.      Therefore   the  use  of  42"  diameter  pipeline  where 
new  construction  is  now  required  will  allow  possible  expansion 
of  the  system  to  1.0  MMBBL/d  if  and  when  a  second  30"  natural 
gas  pipeline  is  made  available.      It  should  be  recognized  that 
additional  permits  would  be  required  for  such  expansion. 

Page  1-15,  3rd  paragraph,  line  6 

I  Clarify  wording  to  reflect  utilization  of  the  ex 
pipeline.  The  implication  on  line  6  is  that  uti 
incomplete.  Furthermore,  the  two-mile  section  t 
Pass  should  be  rewritten  to  clarify  the  planned 


ting  natural  gas 
zation  would  be 
ough  the  Guadalupe 
tlvities  in  this 


Page  1-42.  Table  1.2.3.1-1 

I  With  respect  to  El  Paso  lines  being  com 
added  stating  "Segments  of  several  diffi 


rted. 


footnote  should  be 

s  are  used  to 

a,   New  Mexico,   and 


8  |      No.  1600  was  ii 
Page  1-43,  1st  paragraph 


667.3  mile  pipel 

lied  in  1969  and  1970,  not  1960  to  1970 


I  The  discussion  about  a  bypass  pipeline  around  each  compressor 
station  facility  needs  to  be  clarified  and  updated  to  the  proper 
project  description. 
Eleven  of  twelve  existing  compressor  stations  will  no  longer  have 
an  oil  line  bypass  of  the  station.   The  oil  line  will  pass  through 
each  of  the  eleven  stations. 


IQlscheduled  f 


nit  at  Cornudas  compressor  station  Is  no  longer 
abandonment.   Instead,  the  El  Paso  "C"  compressor 
111  be  abandoned. 


Page  1-110,  2nd  paragraph  under  "Testing" 

I  In  the  second  line,  after  freshwater,  add:  then 
pressure  by  means  of  a  special  pump.      The  second  sei 
■■■■wriaii  <a  pk.f  rk»  i  "".  r.*t*.Tc    [0  the   field  and  . 


ng  the 
ence  should  be 
1.50  would 


12lIn 

Page  1-110,  3rd  paragraph 


paragraph  the  second  i 
f  last  paragraph  . 


I  Filling  the  pipeline  with  water  alone  do^s  not  pressurize  the  line 
during  the  Hydro-test.  Insert  and  pressurizing  the  test  section, 
until   after  "freshwater." 


Page  1-111,  2nd  paragraph 

I  The  sepr*""   "Wo  a- 
formed 
better 


"We  assume  that  the  hydrostatic  testing  will  be  per- 
ions  5  miles  long  (30"  diameter  fipe)"  would  fit 


Page  1-13Z, 


last  paragraph 


I  SOHIO  will  not  be  responsible  for  salvage  of  the  entire  pipeline 
system.   SOHIO  will  lease  the  existing  El  Paso  pipeline  from 
Coronado  Pipeline  Company.   Upon  termination  of  operation  of  the 
pipeline  facilities  east  of  California,  those  portions  of  the 
existing  pipeline  will  revert  to  the  Coronado  Pipeline  Company,  who 
will  then  be  responsible  for  any  further  use  of  the  pipeline  or  for 
appropriate  salvageabe  activities  at  that  point  In  time. 


CHAPTER  2 
Page  2-9,  1st  paragraph 

16| 

Pages  2-29  through  2-33 


DFS(  KIN  KIN    "!     IHlf.    V.NV  I  R>  'NMtN  i 


171: 


long  and  should  be 


Q_On 


18 


The  first  paragraph  assumes  coo  brood  an  ecosystem  definition  since 
ecosystems  must  ba  encompassing  enough  to  Include  a  closed  nutrient 

'  la  suggested  that  ecosystems  be  United  to  the  major 
blomcs  with  the  lnclualon  of  one  additional  blomc  comprised  of 
permanently  man-altered  condition*  lnatead  of  Including  all  thoae 
which  arc  actually  tranaltory  In  ecological  time. 


?mtf    '  "■,  Im   p*i  iaj .ij-ii 

I  The  dl 


19 


alon  of  the  Clla  Woodpecker  la  an  < 

example ,  of  plant  community  atructure  rcgula 

The  theory  rent*  upon  animal  com 

Independent  (an  oversimplification)  of  plant 


ial  community 
ructure  being 
composition. 


atrial  i 


Ml  ' ■'" 
■  reworked  i 

Pages  2-38  through  2-41.  Aqm 


Lie  Ecoaya 


21 


I  There  Is  no  dlacuaalon  of  the  ecological  Interrelationships  of 
rivers  or  freshwater  habitats  that  arc  encountered  other  than  the 
Colorado  River.  A  general  discussion  of  a  "typical  arid  river"  Is 
needed  since  the  Colorado  River  Is  rather  unique  when  compared  to 
other  freshwater  habitats  encountered. 


the  ecosystem  section  of  the 
Impacts  Is  recommended. 


el 


MB  A  general  discussion  In 
I  of  major  man-related  irai 

Pages  2-64*  and  2-643 

mm  I  On  page  2-644  It  Is  stated  that  there  I 
*-'»  Ion  page  2-645  It  Is  stated  that  there  ; 

Page  2-661,  1st  paragraph 

24  I  "••  .feeding  sites"  should  be  "breeding   site*." 

Page  2-676 

I  The  Willcox  Playa,  Sulphur  Springs  Valley  and  San  Simon  Valley  are 
so  far  remeved  from  the  pipeline  route  that  they  should  not  be 
Included  In  the  baseline  discussion.   Secondly,  what  is  the  eleva- 
tion differential  between  critical  habitat  In  these  areas  and  the 
pipeline1   If  they  are  at  a  higher  elevation,  the  possibility  of 
impact  due  to  an  oil  spill  is  remote.  Therefore  inclusion  for  this 
purpose  appears  i 


The  shad  most  commonly  caught  in  the  Pccoa  River,  based  upon  sampling 
onducted  by  Sublette,  1975,  la  the  gizzard  ahad,  Dorotoma  eaptdianan. 


Page  2-6S3 

26  | 

Page  2-696 

97  ■  Th<-  Pecos  pupflah,  Cyprinodcm   ap.  has  been  collected  at  the  existing 
*'  |Vl  Paso  crossing  of  the  Pecos  River  by  Sublatte  in  1975. 


29 


i-.,t..,  ■  :■■'  ■   ii,i. ...hi,  .'  .'-I 

I  Since  species  with  current  federal  statue 
cussed  on  pages  2-690  through  2-695,  refe 
status  In  this  section  should  be  deleted. 

CHAPTER  3  -  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTIOS 

This  chapter  contains  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  potential  environmental 
Impacts  of  the  proposed  action,  with  most  topic  areas  containing  sub- 
stantial Information.   Potential  Impacts  are  well-Identified,  but  the 
probability  of  their  occurrence  and  their  significance  are  overstated  by 
the  presentation  of  examples  utilizing  the  "worst-case  concept".  Nowhere 
In  the  entire  assessment  of  Impacts  has  an  attempt  been  made  to  identify 
positive  benefits  of  the  proposed  project.   The  Impact  section  seriously 
neglects  the  possibility  of  trade-offs  In  terms  of  positive  aspects  of 
displacing  foreign  Imported  crude  by  domestic  crude.  As  a  consequence, 
all  the  environmental  Impacts  of  the  proposed  action  are  reported  as 
negative. 

Page  3-1,  2nd  paragraph 

.without  specific  plans  and  pr< 


30 


in 


Comment:   Specific  plans  referred 
stage  of  a  project.   By  definition 
case  where  specific  plans  were  non' 
Thus,  the  severity  of  a  worst-case 
not  btlng  finalized. 


being  finalized,  sever 

never  finalized  at  this 
rat-case"  would  be  the 
nt  or  totally  lneffectl 
be  worsened  by  the  pla 


PMes_Jzl_ 


3-2. 


*?JJj 
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The  three  principal  categories  of  impacts  are  succinctly  identified 
as  air  quality  in  the  Los  Angeles  Basin,  oil  spills,  and  aesthetic 
impacts  of  power  lines.   They  should  be  put  In  perspective  In  terms 

I  of  relotlve  severity  and  probability  of  occurrence.   Elsewhere, 
there  is  a  clear  statement  that  serious  air  quality  problems  or  oil 
spills  will  be  events  with  a  low  frequency  of  occurrence  (e.g.  on 
"age  3-126).   El  Paso  concurs  with  this  conclusion  and  believes 


31 1 


that  it  should  be  made  very  e< 
reader  to  place  in  perspectivi 
proposed  action. 


Page  3-3,  1st  paragraph,  line  9 
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I  The  speculation  that  oil  from  an  isolated  oil  spill  could  reach  tl 
Willcox  Playa  Is  a  major  misconception.   The  distance  from  the 
existing  buried  pipeline  to  Willcox  Playa  is  approximately  10 
miles.   This  area  Is  extremely  flat  and  level  terrain  with  no 
channelization.   It  is  Inconceivable  that  an  oil  spill  would  be 
both  large  enough  and  extensive  enough  to  result  in  oil  reaching 
Willcox  Playa. 


Page  3-2,  End  of  line  9 

I  A  statement  should  be  made  that  S0HI0  has  committed  to  trading  off 
existing  emissions  so  that  there  will  be  an  overall  beneficial  air 
quality  Impact  through  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  project. 

Page  3-2,  2nd  paragraph 


I  Although  a 
mention  la 
preparatlc 

Page  3-6,  top 

■  The  i 


ijor  itnpac 

made  of  the  oil 

i  and  required  f 


is  attributed 


to  accidental  oil  spill, 
itlngency  plan  which  Is  I 
.on  of  the  project. 


ransltlon  to  Year  2000.  the  discussion  of  Impacts  expected  and 

I  the  relationship  of  this  paragraph  to  those  following  should  be 
clarified.   It  should  be  clearly  stated  what  is  intended  by  the 
heading  Year  2000  and  the  discussion  that  follows.  Parallel  format 
appears  on  pages  3-13,  3-31,  3-90  and  elsewhere. 

Page  3-7,  1st  paragraph,  1st  sentence 
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Crude  oil  spills 


st  be  considered  accidental. 
Page  3-13.  last  paragraph,  line  2 


37 


local 


i  where  nume: 


d  in 

llfy  the  Judgment 

have  occurred.  The 

New  Mexico  has  C 

getation,  wildlife 


utlne".   Any  oil  spill 


activities  on  natural 
nshlps  should  be  quall- 
tionB  only  occur  In 

A  more  reasonable  approach 
other  areas  with  respect  to 
sting  pipeline  from  Ehrenberg, 
inly  not  "drastically  altered" 
ecosystem  relationships. 


Page  3-20,  last  paragraph,  line  3  . 

38  I  No  ma-lor  construction  Is  planned  in  the  Guadalupe  Mountains. 
Page  3-21,  Subsection  3.1.3.3.1 

B  Subsection  and  title  "Marine  and  Port"  appears  to  be  out  of  place. 

39  In  should  be  Inserted  directly  under  3.1.3.3  since  the  paragraph 
(presently  under  3.1.3.3  deals  only  with  the  Marine  facilities. 

Page  3-23,  1st  paragraph,  lines  2  and  3 

I  There  will  be  no  construction  In  the  Guadalupe  Mountains.  There- 
fore blasting  should  not  occur  and  hence  the  landslides  discussion 
is  Inaccurate. 

Page  3-29,  lines  2  through  4,  2nd  paragraph  under  Secondary  C round  Pallu 

probability  of  earthquakes  Occurring  east  of  California  should 
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Page  3-30,  1st  paragraph 


«l 


The  potential  for  liquefaction  along  the  tvo  segments  of  the  pipe- 
line should  be  discussed  with  respect  to  past  history. 


Page  3-35,  3rd  full  paragraph 

I  Land  clearing  at  the  Ehrenberg  pump  station  will 
6  acres  with  no  construction  activity  expected 
acres.  Therefore,  only  6  acr« 
location. 


11  will  be  disturbed 


Pages  3-39  through  3-40 

I  The  discussion  on  soil  Impacts  does  not  reveal  that  the  pipeline 
from  Ehrenberg  to  Jal  already  has  a  maintenance  road  which  will 
continue  to  be  utilized  by  El  Paso  for  maintenance  of  other  pipe- 
line not  involved  in  the  proposed  action. 

Page  3-40.  2nd  paragraph 


«l: 


tion  will  be  dis 


Page  3-55,  2nd  paragraph 


«M; 


unclear  how  the  2.3  accidents  per  year  rate  was 
ntly  the  total  figures  in  Table  3.1.5.1.2-2  wen 
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Page  3-169.  1st  paragraph 


eanlngfulness  of  the  2 . 3  r, 
nlpulatlon  having  no  basis 


47 


There  was  more  to  the  analysis  of  endangered  species  and  their 
range  than  a  simple  comparison  of  habitats  crossed  by  the  pipeline. 
Refer  to  those  specific  .sections  in  the  West  Coast/Mid-Continent 
Pipeline  Project  Environmental  Impact  Assessment  submitted  by  the 
Applicant. 


Page  3-169,  2nd  paragraph 

«l 


ill  be  a  total  of  approximately  40  miles  of  construction  in 
.  The  additional  34  miles  will  be  between  Livingston  pump 
and  Gila  pump  station. 


Page 


3-249,  2nd  full  paragraph,  lines  1  through  S 
These  five  lines  need 


ridor  bi 


Che 


eful  clarificatioi 


:  is  doubtful  that 
■  bighorn  sheep  In 
important  area  is 
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Page 

49 


the  entire  Dome  Rock  Mountain  system.   IT 

further  south  of  the  corridor.  There  are  conflicts  when  references 

are  made  back  to  pages  3-3,  line  3  and  4  and  pages  3-239  and  3-240. 

3-249,  2nd  full  paragraph,  lines  15  through  IB 


"In  the  Yuman  Desert  Blome,  the  existing  pipeline  rout' 
through  the  Dome  Rock  Mountains,  one  of  the  best  bigho 
habitats  in  the  state.   In  fact,  the  corridor  bii 
important  site  for  bighorn  sheep  in  the  entire  Dome  Rock 
system." 


the  i 


This  conflicts 
"New  pipeline 


with  the  text  on  page  3-239,  which  i 


construction  through  the  Kofa  Game  Range  (Figure 
2-2)  would  have  minimal  impact  on  bighorn  sheep.  The  major 
bighorn  sheep  concentration  in  the  Kofa  Game  Range  is  to  the  south 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  route  In  the  Kofa  and  Castle  Dome  Moun- 
tains...The  only  sheep  found  inside  the  Kofa  refuge  near  the  pro- 
posed route  is  an  occasional  migrant  moving  from  one  range  to  the 
other." 

What  the  DEIS  states  as  occurring  near  the  existing  pipeline  and 
what  it  implies  about  the  possibility  of  Impacts  upon  the  bighorn 
sheep  is  confusing.  The  distinction  between  the  importance  of  Kofa 
Game  Range  and  the  Dome  Rock  Mountains  for  bighorn  sheep  and  the 
specific  area  impacted  by  the  project  should  be  analyzed. 


Page  3-278.  last  paragraph 


ting  El  Paso  pipeline  will  be  utilized 
That  should  read  Southern  California  Gas 


50  I  from  Beaumont  to 

B  Company    pipeline  instead. 

Page  3-298.  3rd  paragraph 

51  I  Tlie  Anthony  compressor  station  mentioned  does  not  exist. 

Page  3-299,  2nd  paragraph 

I  The  area  in  which  the  Cuadalupe  pump  station  site  is  proposed 
presently  has  an  oil  pipeline,  gas  pipeline,  and  a  highway  passing 
through  it.  Therefore  the  discussion  of  the  Impact  upon  the  visi- 
bility zone  seems  overstated. 

Page  3-301 

I  Pipeline  inspection  and  maintenance  checks  I 
existing  pipeline  right-of-way.  Therefore, 
tional  Impacts  should  be  experienced. 

Page  3-308.  Table  3.1.11.2.1-1 
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Since  the  highway  adjacent  to  the  roadside  rest  are; 
the  proposed  Ehrenberg  pump  station  site  is  a  main  ; 
traffic  and  trucking.  It  seems  that  construction  at 
have  minimal  impact  at  the  rest  area  when  compared  I 
which  is  almost  as  loud.  The  Ehrenberg  pump  statioi 
omitted  from  the  list  of  areas  which  are  noise  sens: 


Page  3-391,  1st  paragraph,  lines  4  and  5 


55|! 


shows  existing  supplies  < 


uld 


Page  3-391.  1st  paragraph,  lines  6,  7,  and  8 

I  Modify  to  read:  "removal  of  the  30-Inch  line  from  service  * 
not  affect  El  Paso's  ability   to  transport  and  deliver  such  gas 
supply  volumes   to  the  Southern  California  gas  system  or  other  of  El 
Paso's  customers. 

Page  3-391,  1st  paragraph,  lines  8  through  11 

C7  |  Modify  to  read:   "the  combined  El  Paso  and  Transwestern  pipeline 
''I  throughput  to  Southern  California  at  Blythe,  Topock   and  Needles  has 
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opped  from  original  contract  volumes  of  2.5  billion  cubic  feet 
r  day!/  to  an  average  of  2.1  billion  cubic  feet  per  day  (cf/d) 
r  1975." 


Page  3-392.  Table  3.1.16.5-4 
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Table  3.1.16.5-4  reflects  peak  day  gas  supplies  for  the  1976-77 
through  1980-81  heating  seasons  Instead  of  average  dally  supplies 
as  shown  for  the  period  1973  to  1977.   A  revision  of  Table  3.1.16.5- 
4  reflecting  the  correct  display  of  such  data  is  attached  at  the 
end  of  the  comments  to  this  chapter. 

Page  3-392,  1st  paragraph,  lines  3  through  5 

I  Modify  to  read:   "Current  environment  and  gas  supply  conditions 
leave  little  doubt  that  the  line  could  be  removed  from  service 
today  with  minor  effect  on  the  amount  of  gas  available  from  El  Paso 
for  delivery   to  Southern  California,    or  other  cuetomere  of  El  Paso. 
This  is  evidenced  by   the  following  factors:" 

Page  3-392,  Item  1 

I  Modify  consistent  with  Table  3.1.16.5-4  (as  revised)  to  read:   "On 
a  straight  throughput  basis,  the  available  El  Paso/Transwestern 
supply  In  1978   (2. 22   billion  cf/d)  1b  less  than  the  combined   capa- 
i  System  (2.8   billion  cf/d)..." 


Page  3-393,  Item  3.  lines  3  through  5 
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Modify  to  read:   "cf/d  of  summer  gaa  from  the  Permian  Basin  area. 

Although   the  Federal  Power  Commission    (PPC)   has  dismissed  the 
proposal  until  such   time  as  federal  agencies  can  establish  a 
national  policy  on   these   issues,    such  volume  if  approved   could, 
under  current   load  patterns,    still  be  accommodated  with  the  El  Paso 
30- inch  line  abandoned." 


Page  3-393.  1st  paragraph,  1st 
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I  Modify  to  read:   "The  immediate  short-term  effect  on  the  southern 
California  and  other  El  Paso  customers   gas  supply  and  distrlbui 
appears  to  be  one  of  no  Impact  as  claimed  by  SOHIO  and  El  Paso 
Natural  Gas." 


Page  3-393,  2nd  paragraph,  lines  4  and  5 

I  Modify  to  read:   "state  that  the  pipeline  abandonment  would  have  no 
Impact  on  El  Paso's  capability   to  deliver  all  reasonably  forecasted 
gas  supplies   to  California  and  other  customers  served  by  the  El 
Paso  interstate  transmission  system. " 

Pages  3-395  and  3-396,  Tables  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6 

Permian  Basin  Sources 

Average  dally  gas  supplies  from  the  Permian  Basin  shown  on  Table 
3.1.16.5-5  (a  copy  of  which  is  attached)  were  derived  by  averaging 
peak  day  gas  supplies  as  contained  in  Exhibit  6  of  El  Paso  evidence 
before  the  FPC  at  Docket  No.  CP75-362.   Exhibit  6  reflects  peak  day 
gas  supplies  out  of  the  Permian  Basin  for  the  period  January,  1977 
through  January,  1983,  and  is  based  upon  El  Paso's  gas  supply 
projections  as  contained  in  Its  1974  Form  15  report  to  the  FPC.  A 
more  recent  projection  of  El  Paso's  peak  day  gas  supply  was  filed 
with  the  PPC  as  Exhibit  12  (a  copy  of  which  is  attached),  and  is 
based  upon  El  Paso's  1975  Form  15  report  to  the  FPC.   Table  3.1.16.5- 
5  should  consider  the  revised  gas  supply  projection  from  E:Jiibit 
12. 

Average  daily  gas  supplies  from  the  Permian  Basin  shown  on  Table 
3.1.16.5-6  are  based  upon  gas  supply  projections  in  Exhibit  8  of  El 
Paso  evidence  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  at  Docket  No. 
CP75-362.   The  gas  supply  volumes  shown  were  calculated  in  accor- 
dance with  the  procedures  set  forth  In  Tables  A  and  B  of  the 
attached  letter  from  Environmental  Research  and  Technology,  Inc., 
October  15,  1976,  but  do  not  reflect  deductions  for  field  fuel  and 
shrinkage,  gas  lost  or  unaccounted  and  field  sales. 

Schedule  7  from  Exhibit  40  (a  copy  of  which  is  attached),  of  El 
Paso  evidence  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  at  Docket  No. 
CP75-362  reflects  appropriate  deductions  for  field  fuel  and  shrink- 
age, gas  lost  or  unaccounted  and  field  sales  assuming  the  same  raw 
gas  supplies  underlying  Table  3.1.16.5-6.   As  shown  on  Schedule  7 
of  Exhibit  40,  field  fuel  and  shrinkage,  gas  lost  and  unaccounted 
and  field  sales  volumes  reduce  raw  gas  supplies  from  the  Permian 
Basin  to  the  El  Paso  mainline  by  some  13  to  17  percent.   Such 
percentages  should  be  applied  to  reduce  raw  gas  volumeB  shown  in 
Table  3.1.16.5-6  to  obtain  the  volumetric  levels  El  Paso's  main 
transmission  lines  would  actually  receive  from  the  Permian  Basin 
under  those  supply  assumptions. 
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~TJ       The   2.S  Bcf/d  contract  volume  reflects  El  Paso's  capacity  of  1.21 
8cf/d  at  Blythe  and  0.S4  Bcf/d  at  Topock,   and  Transwestern' s 
capacity  of  O.?50  Bcf/d  at  Topock. 
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13 

Recent  evidence  filed  with  Che  PPC  by  El  Puo  as  Exhibit  48  (■  cop 
of  which  la  attached)  and  denominated  Caae  IX(B)  updates,  the  gaa 
■upply  projections  underlying  Exhibit  40.   Such  gas  aupply  projec- 
tions ahould  be  considered  in  Table  1.1.16.5-6. 

Algeria  II 


RESPONSE 


tlcl- 


The  Algeria  II  project  haa  been  restricted.   The  project 
conteaplated  would  make  available  to  El  Paso  an  average  < 
volume  of  approximately  618  MHcf/d.   Previously,  El  Paso 
pated  receiving  an  estimated  400  MMcf/d  from  this  project,  as 
reflected  In  Tables  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6.   El  Paso  now  con- 
templates that  full  deliveries  from  the  restructured  project  will 
be  available  during  the  1983-84  winter  heating  season.   Tables 
3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6  should  conalder  the  changed  volume  and 
timing  for  thla  project.   Revised  Tablet  3.1.16.5-5  and  3.1.16.5-6 
reflecting  these  changes  are  attached. 


CHAPTER  i 


mi Tii.AT IN(.  MEASURES 


Since  El  Paso  Is  not  the  applicant  in  this  proposed  action.  It  would  be 
Inappropriate  for  El  Paso  to  comment  on  each  specific  mitigation  measure 
proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  Implementation  by  the 
applicant.   However,  a  detailed  review  of  Chapter  4  requires  the  following 

1.  ■  Certain  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  (e.g..  relocation  of 
I  specific  pump  stations)  falls  to  take  Into  account  the  hydraulic 
I  deBlgn  requirements  of  the  pipeline.  It  Is  submitted  that  pipeline 
65  I  <J«ljn  Involves  factoring  of  many  considerations  In  addition  to 
I  vlaunl  Impacts  and  In  El  Paso's  opinion  the  applicant  has  taken 
I  these  many  factore  Into  account  prior  to  selection  of  pump  station 
■  locations. 


2.  I  All  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measun 
66  I  ■•■th«tici  appear  to  be  overdone  and  < 

El  Paao  has  forwarded  an  Identical  set  of  i 
Secretary,  Federal  Power  Commission,  pursue 
22.  1976. 


for  open  space 


alu. 


and 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
questions  concerning  these  con 
with  you. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Jfhn  H,  ralg  \ 
Director.  \ 
Environmental  Affairs 


Comment    #1 


Throughout    the    text   it   was   attempted 
to   use    the   best    available   quantifiable 
data   relating   to    impacts.      In   some   ca- 
ses,   such   as    tanker   oil   spills,    the 
probabilities  of   impacts   were   calcu- 
lated.     However,    for  many   impacts 
probabilities  or  occurrence  could   not 
be   realistically  quantified   based   on 
available  data. 

Comment   #2 

The   oil    spill   contingency  plan   is  men- 
tioned   in   Chapter   4   as   a  mitigating 
measure   and    is    available   as   referenced 
in   the   Table   of   Contents   in   Chapter    1. 

Comment   #3 

Mileage   and   kilometer   distances   in 
Figure    1,    Section   1.0,    have  been 
changed    to   reflect   this   comment. 

Comment   #4 

Section   1.0,    Introduction,    seventh 
paragraph,    has   been  changed    to   reflect 
this   comment. 


Comment   #5 

This   suggested   paragraph  has  been    in- 
corporated  into   Section   1.0,    Intro- 
duction. 

Comment   #6 

Revisions   have   been  made   in   Section 
1.1.1.1,    under   Details   of  Arizona,    New 
Mexico,    and   Texas   Route,    to   reflect 
this   comment. 

Comment   #7 

Suggested    footnote   has  been   added   to 
Section   1.2.3.1,    Table    1.2.3.1-1. 

Comment   #8 

Section   1.2.3.1,    Table    1.2.3.1-1,    has 
been  corrected    to   reflect    this   com- 
ment . 

Comment   #9 

Section   1.2.3.1,    Abandonment   and 
Conyersion  of  Gas    Pipeline,   has   been 
revised    to   reflect   this   comment. 


Comment   #10 

Section  1.2.3.1,  Abandonment  and  Con- 
version of  Gas  Pipeline,  has  been  re- 
vised   to   reflect   this   comment. 

Comment    #11 

Text   change   has  been  made    in   Section 
1.2.3.2,    under   Actions   Following   Con- 
struction,   Testing. 


Comment   #12 

Section   1.2.3.2,    under   Line   Pipe,   has 
been  changed    to   reflect   this   comment. 

Comment   #13 

Text   change  has   been  made   in   Section 
1.2.3.2,    under   Actions   Following   Con- 
struction,   Testing. 

Comment   #14 

This   sentence   in   Section   1.2.3.2, 
under   Actions    Following   Construction, 
has   been  revised   to   reflect   this 
comment . 
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Comment  #15 


Comment  #21 


This  paragraph  has  been  added  in  Sec- 
tion 1.2.3.5,  under  Line  Pipe  and 
Valves,  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #16 

The  text  has  been  revised  extensively. 

Comment  #17 

Section  2.1.2.2  was  changed  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #18 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  made . 

Comment  #19 

The  text  was  changed  in  Section 
2.1.2.2  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #20 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  made. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  made . 

Comment  #22 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  made  . 

Comment  #23 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
2.1.8.2,  Pipeline  Route,  to  reflect 
this  comment. 

Comment  #24 

This  paragraph  in  Section  2,1.8,2, 
under  Yuman  Desert  Biome ,  has  been  de- 
leted. 

Comment  #25 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  made. 

Comment  #26 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
2.1.8.2,  under  Aquatic,  to  reflect 
this  comment . 


Comment  #27 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  text  change 
was  made. 

Comment  #28 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
2. 1 . 8.3 ,  under  Port  of  Long  Beach, 
Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Species,  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #29 

Probabilities    for  yarious    impacts  were 
not   always    quantifiable  with   the   in- 
formation available.      It   was    felt   that 
the   "worst-case"    concept    represented 
the  most    acceptable  manner  of  present- 
ing  potential    impacts    in   such   cases. 
The   discussions  of   impacts    (including 
beneficial    impacts)    from  displacement 
of    foreign  crude    in   Section  3.1.6.1.2, 
under   Effect   of  Oil    Replacement,    and 
in   Section   3.1.16,5,    are  believed    to 
be   adequate.      Refer   also    to   Section 
4.1.5    for   the   applicant's   proposed 
trade-offs . 

Comment   #30 

This  wording  in  Section  3.0  has  been 
revised  . 


Comment  #31 

The  Section  3.0  has  been  extensively 
expanded . 

Comment  #32 

The  comment  was  noted  but  no  text 
change  was  made . 

Comment  #33 

The  treatment  of  trade7offs  has  been 
substantially  changed  in  the  FES. 
They  are  now  considered  applicant  com- 
mitted mitigating  measures  in  Section 
4.1.5. 

Comment  #34 

The  oil  spill  contingency  plan  devel- 
oped by  the  applicant  is  available  as 
referenced  in  the  Table  of  Contents 
for  Chapter  1  and  included  in  Chapter 
4  as  a  mitigating  measure. 

Comment  #35 

A  clarifying    statement   was  made   in 
Section  3,0   to   reflect   this   comment. 
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Comment  #36 


Comment  #41 


A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
3.1.2.1.2,  Operation,  to  reflect  this 
comment . 

Comment  #37 

A  text  change  was  made  in  Section 
3.1.2.2.1,  Conversion/ Const ruction,  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #38 

In  Section  1.1.1.1,  under  Details  of 
Arizona.  New  Mexico  and  Texas  Route, 
the  applicant  proposes  construction  to 
install  new  long-radius  bends  and  pig 
traps  at  both  the  top  and  bottom  of 
Guadalupe  Pass. 

Comment  #39 

The  organization  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #40 

See  Comment  38. 


Sections  2.1.3.3.2  and  3.1.3.3.2  have 
been  revised  to  include  an  evaluation 
of  seismic  hazards  east  of  California. 

Comment  #42 

Sections. 2. 1.3. 3. 2  and  3.1.3.3.2  have 
been  revised  to  include  discussion  of 
the  route's  liquefaction  potential. 

Comment  #43 

An  approximate  figure  of  10  acres  has 
been  used  for  the  land  disturbed  dur- 
ing pump  station  construction  because 
an  exact  figure  is  not  known. 

Comment  #44 

Section  3.1.4.2.2,  Operation,  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  trie  anticipated  use 
of  the  existing  pipeline  access  roads. 

Comment  #45 

See  response  to  Comment  43  above. 


Comment  #46 

Based  on  present  data  and  knowledge  of 
the  area,  BLM  believes  that  the 
average  of  2.3  accidents  per  year  rate 
is  a  valid  figure. 

Comment  #47 

Material  from  the  applicant  has  been 
utilized  in  Sections  2.1.7.3  and 
3.1.7.3. 

Comment  #48 

Impacts  on  vegetation  in  Arizona  are 
discussed  in  Section  3.1.7.2.1.  under 
Yuman  Desert  Biome ,  Arizona  Upland 
Desert  Biome,  and  Desert  Grassland 
Biome . 


Comment  #49 

The  text  in  Section  3.1,8.2.2,  Opera- 
tion, was  reworded  to  state  that  the 
corridor  bisects  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant sites  for  bighorn  sheep  in  the 
entire  Dome  Rock  Mountain  system.   No 
other  changes  were  considered  neces- 
sary. 


Comment  #50 

Section  3.1.9.2.1,  under  Redlands  to 
Indio  Pump  Station,  has  been  revised 
to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  #51 

Section  3.1.10.3,  New  Mexico,  has  been 
corrected . 

Comment  #52 

Comment  was  noted  and  no  text  change 
was  made  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #53 

Comment  was  noted  and  no  text  change 
was  made  in  the  FES. 

Comment  #54 

Noise   levels   at    the   roadside   rest    area 
without    the   project  vary  between  40 
and   60   dBA,    or  more.      This   is   reflect- 
ed   in  Table    2.1.11.2-1   of  the   FES. 
Users   of   the   rest    area,   during   the 
quieter  moments,   would   be   aware  of  the 
pump   station  noise  unless   it    is  miti- 
gated . 
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Comment  #55 

Section  3.1.16.5,  under  Natural  Gas, 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 

Comment  #56 

Section  3.1.16.5,  under  Natural  Gas, 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 

Comment  #57 

Section  3.1.16.5,  under  Natural  Gas, 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 

Comment  #58 

Table  3.1.16.5-4  has  been  revised. 

Comment  #59 

Section  3.1.16.5,    under   Natural   Gas, 
has   been  revised   to   reflect   this   com- 
ment . 

Comment   #60 

Table  3.1.16.5-4  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  this  comment. 


Comment  #61 

Section  3.1.J6.5,  under  Natural  Gas, 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 


Comment  #62 

Section  3.1.16.5,  under  Natural  Gas, 
has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  com- 
ment . 

Comment  #63 

Section   3.1.16.5,   under   Natural   Gas, 
has   been  revised   to   reflect   this  com- 
ment . 

Comment   #64 

Tables  3.1.16,5-5  and  -6  have  been  re- 
vised in  the  FES. 

Comment  #65 

Chapter  4,  Mitigating  Measures,  has 
been  substantially  revised,  including 
discussions  of  relocations  of  pump 
stations . 


Comment  #66 

Although  Chapter  4  was  substantially 
revised,  most  mitigating  measures  re- 
lating to  open  space  and  aesthetics 
were  believed  warranted. 
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I  -■  ,  *>l  ,< 

CONNOLE  AND  O'COMNELL 

Out  f«*acui  kauM  lovnt 

Vaahiwcton.  D  C  20006 

CAMJ  'GOHUV ' 

January  25,  1977 


Mr.  Curt  Berklund 
Director  of  Bureau  of  Land  Manage 
18th  Street  fc  C  Streets,  N.H. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 


Attached  are  the  comments  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Sohio 
Transportation  Company  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Stateme 
(DEIS)  for  the  West  Coast-Mid-Continent  Pipeline  Project. 


While  the  DEIS,  o 
written,  factual,  and 
needs  to  be  focused  on 
identified  in 


a  whole,  appears  to  be 
easonably  comprehensive, 
certain  critical  areas  a 
nts  in  order  to  facilita 


tisfactorily 
urther  attention 
have  been 
a  well-rounded. 


comprehensive  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Selected 
comments  and  updated  information  of  particular  concern  are  summar- 
ized as  follows: 

Description  of  the  Project 

Sohio  will  require  11  vessels,  not  14,  to  transport  700,000 
bbl/d  of  Alaskan  crude  from  Valdez  to  Long  Beach. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  presents  information 
implying  that  landfill  will  be  accomplished  utilizing  some  of  the 
dredge  materials  as  one  aspect  of  this  project.  This  inference 
must  be  construed  as  incorrect  because  the  proposed  project  in  no 
instance  is  reliant  upon  the  necessity  for  landfill.  The  landfill 
aspect  of  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  is  within  the  realm  of  the  Master 
Plan  developed  by  the  Port  Authorities  at  this  West  Coast  Port. 


Additional  updated  information  on  the 
the  break-water,  trestle  and  port  facilitie 
out  the  text  of  the  comments. 


ctio 


The  present  project  planning  incorporates  the  use  of  an 
independent  microwave  system  to  provide  the  basic  communications 
facilities.   This  system  to  be  owned  and  operated  by  others  is  a 
microwave  facility  extending  from  Los  Angeles  to  Houston  and  is 
•ommonly  referred  to  as  the  LAH  system. 

Continued  evaluation  of  the  pipeline  construction  methods 
has  resulted  in  the  selection  of  pipe  coating  procedures  for  the 
project.   The  cathodic  protection  coating  will  be  applied  at  plant 
coating  facilities  with  a  minimal  amount  of  coating  to  be  done 
at  the  construction  site. 


The  following  com 
functions  of  the  proje 


ents  contain  an  expanded  description  of  the 
t  control  system  and  local  logic  systems. 


pres 


Description  of  the  Environment 

References  presented  in  the  DEIS  are  not  adequately  cited  to 
provide  the  basic  information  for  a  comprehensive  review. 

The  text  of  the  DEIS  omits  the  lithologic  description  of 
stratigraphic  units.   The  environmental  and  engineering  behavior 
of  units  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  llthology  of  Btrati- 
raphic  units. 

nt  a  discussion  concerning  why  the 
ry  and  why  biologies  of  deserts  are 
and  slow  to  recover.   The  omission 
dilutes  the  effective  arguments  that  the  West  Coast-  Mid-Continent 
Pipeline  Project  will  have  minimal  environmental  impact.   Discus- 
sions of  this  type  should  be  incorporated  in  the  EIS  document. 

The  DEIS  document  does  not  contain  a  discussion  on  why  parts 
of  southern  California  and  desert  areas  of  neighboring  states  are 
already  Impacted  (e.g.,  introduction  of  alien  plant  and  animal 
species,  subtle  alteration  of  water  flows  In  desert  areas  because 
of  past  construction,  etc.).   This  omission  has  reduced  the 
effectiveness  of  being  able  to  state  that  the  West  Coast-  Mid- 
Continent  Pipeline  Project  will  have  minimal  environmental  impact. 


rbati 


I  nip  a 


40  C.F.R.  Section  1500.8(a)(3)  requires  that  an  EIS  conta 
a  discussion  of  "[t]he  probable  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
the  environment.  (Emphasis  added.)  The  DEIS  very  rarely  disc 
the  probable  impacts  and  usual  I'/  discusses  the  "worst  case"  sc 


Curt  Berklund 
January  25,  1977 
Page  3 


Curt  Berklund 
January  25,  1977 
Page  4 


With  regard  to  oil  storage  tank  emissions  it  is  evident  that 
the  data  obtained  by  Chicago  Bridge  and  Iron  on  air  emissions 
provides  more  reliable  information.   This  data  should  be  included 
in  the  EIS. 


on  the  presumpt 
than  the  11  ves: 
the  Al: 


nker  related  pollution  in  the  DEIS  is  performed 
that  the  project  will  require  14  vessels  rather 
essels  Sohio  anticipates  it  will  need  to  transport 
rude  oil.  Sohio  has  expended  considerable  effort  in 


determining  how 

which  it  would  n 

concluded  that  the  11  vessels  whic 

Table  L. 1.1. 1,-1.  would  be  able  to 

700,000  bbl/d  of  Alaskan  crude 

The  conclusion 


world  tanker  fleets.   Any 
impacts  should  be  based  on 


tankers,  and  the 

effect  its  involved  proposal.   Sohio  has 
essels  which  characteristics  are  listed 
factorily  transport 
Valdez  to  Long  Beach. 


alysis 


ted 


on  the  impacts  of  soils,  erosion,  drainage 
sings  are  located  in  the  following  text. 


Mitigati 


Me* 


on  on  mitigation  measures  listed  in  the  DEIS  needs 
that  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  precise 
status  of  each  measure,  such  as  whether  a  measure  is  merely 
proposed,  who  proposed  it,  by  what  authority,  to  what  end,  and 
its  anticipated  effectiveness. 


Relocation  of  pump  stations  and  asso 
suggested  in  several  mitigating  measures, 
ment  of  the  project  design,  the  location 
the  resulting  potential  impacts  have  been 
During  the  initial  development,  a  pump  st 
located  within  the  Xofa  Game  Range  as  a  r 
studies.  Additional  development  and  adju 
system  resulted  in  the  relocation  of  this 
sensitive  area.  This  approach  is  charact 
extended  during  the  design  and  hydraulic 


;iated  power  lines  is 

Throughout  the  develop- 
>f  the  pump  stations  and 

of  prime  consideration, 
ition  was  tentatively 
•suit  of  hydraulic 
itments  to  the  pipeline 

pump  station  to  a  less 
•ristic  of  the  efforts 
ttudies  to  reduce 


stati 


The  criterial  for  the  location 


vironmentally  sensitive  areas 
the  effects  of  power  line  facilities 
the  use  of  existing  compressor  sites 


With  the  continual  adjustment 
se  aspects,  the  proposed  pump  s 
reasingly  fixed  and,  in  most  ca 
relocation. 


the  system  to  recognize 
on  locations  have  become 
have  minimal   latitude 


Relocation  of  the  storage  tanks  from  the  Pier  "J"  to  an  inland 
site  is  outlined  in  the  mitigation  measures  list.   Engineering  studies 
of  the  proposed  terminal  operation  have  determined  that  it  is  not 
operationally  feasible  to  unaoad  tankers  and  transfer  the  oil  to  the 
pipeline  without  tanks  at  Pier  "J".   Initially,  the  project  included 
eight  tanks  on  Pier  "J"  and  subsequent  mitigating  design  criteria 
allowed  only  six  on  Pier  "J"  and  two  at  an  inland  site. 


Alt 


th e  P r opo s ed  Acti 


of  alternates  to  the  proposed  project  should 
re  thorough  manner  in  the  EIS. 

We  trust  that  the  enclosed  comments  consisting  of  a  two 
volume  compilation  and  an  addendum,  will  be  of  assistance  to  you 
in  preparing  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the 
proposed  Sohio  project. 


Sin 


ely,  . 


Quinn  O'Connell 


.C'l 


RESPONSE 


Comment   #1 


All   comments    submitted   by  the   appli- 
cant  and   the    applicant's   consultant 
have  been  considered   and   are    summar- 
ized   in   the    Summary  of  Written   Com- 
ments  preceding   this   section. 
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9.17.7      Miscellaneous   Letters 


The    following    letters    are    from  private   groups    and    individuals. 
These    letters   did   not   express    specific    comments   on   the    adequacy 
of    the    Draft   Environmental    Statement   and    required   no    responses . 


6021  E.    28th  St. 
Tucson,   Arizona  85711 
December  28,    1976 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land   Management 

P.O.    Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,    Ca.      90??0 


January  25 ,    1977 


S0HI0  Project  Office 

P.O.    Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  Calif.  90720 


Attn:  Charles  R.  Tulloes 


On  behalf  of  the  Southern  Arizona  Wildlife  Callers 
and  myself,  I  must  bring  up  two  objections  to  your  project 
as  proposed. 

1.  The  route  across  the  KOFA  Mountains  where  the 
conftruction  will  have  a  dieasterous  effect  up- 
on the  bighorn  sheep  population  located  therein. 

2.  The  storage  facility  that  is  proposed  for  con- 
struction near  the  Black  Hills  because  of  the 
resulting  loss  of  quail  habitat  and  one  of 
Arizona's  finest  bird  hunting  areas. 

Both  the  pipeline  through  the  KOFA  Mtns.  and  the  stor- 
age facility  can  be  moved  to  better  locations. 

Each  of  these  points  were  brought  up  during  your  meet- 
ing here  in  Tuceon  with  specific  reasons  why  these  should 
be  changed. 

Unless  the  two  objections  noted  are  coxected,  the  SAWC, 
Inc.  and  I  must  go  on  record  as  opposing  the  plan. 


Tours  truly 


Michael  J.  Sweedn      ' 


Dear  3ir:_ 

I  wish,  most  emphatically,  to  record  my  opposition  to 
the  development  of  a  Central  Coast  site  for  the  off- 
loading of  crude  oil  from  Alaska  or  anywhere  else. 
Sue1:  a  facility  would  be  only  the  beginning  of  a  huge 
complex  of  related  enterprises  and  facilities  all  of 
which  would  deterioriate  the  agricultural  and  recrea- 
tional character  of  the  area.   The  thousands  of  people 
who  visit  the  Central  Coast  area  regularly  do  so  in 
order  to  get  away  from  the  very  kind  of  industrial  and 
related  pollution  now  found  in  Southern  California. 

iVhile  I  believe  that  it  was  a  poor  plan  to  bring  Alaskan 
oil  to  the  lower  states  by  tanker,   it  is  an  even  poorer 
plan  to  off-load  the  entire  amount  at  one  location  on 
the  West  coast" and  especially  to  do  it  at  a  site  along 
the  Central  Coast.   Put  it  where  the  rsfi.ieries  are,  if 
one  must  be  built.  Or  bri.ig  the  oil  into  the  country 
with  more  pipeline. 


Sincerely,  ,       / 

David   rf .    Cook    (resident   sine 

1959  n«ys  at. 

San  Luis,  Obispo,   Ca.      gj'+Ol 


19<*l) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C   20240 


17M    021) 

101* 


ilea.  Robert  J.   1  nn—  r»1«n 

0mm*  «f  K«prw«utifM  lfl.,  0  Q  10,_ 

W— hlntrna.  D.C.     20513  V'MA    l  °  «'/ 

baar  fir.   Lagtaaarslnoi 

Thin    1*   la   rupoujt   to  yoar   Inquiry  of  Juury  12.   1977,  an 
bahalf  of  your'canatltuanta  cencaralaz  th*  propoaad  rlfiwtit 
of  *  tnnkar  port  along  tha  caatral  California  co«*t. 

Tha  SOHIO  TTanaportatinn  Conptoy   !■  propoalng  •  crude  oU   tran*- 
partacloo   •7»t«.»  from  Valdai,    AJub,    to  Midland,   Tuu*.      Tim 
proposal  IqtoIvw  tanker  Bhlpaantn  of  up  to  700,000  barrel*  par 
Jay  of  cruia  oil  froa  Valdas,  Alaska,   to  Loos  £*ach,   California; 
cooacruction  of  a  narlaa  tarolnal  at  taa  Port  of  Long  Beach  for 
crude  oil  offloading  and  atoraga;   eonatructloo  of  237  *ilaa  of 
.new  pipeline  In  California  and  Texas;   and  tne  conrerelon  of 
•  Ustlnj.  natural  &a*  plpelloee  In  California,  Arixona,  and  Maw 
Mexico  to  crude  oil  transportation. 

In  order  to  assure  that  the  Impacts  of  uev  projects  are  fully 
aoseeaed,  enrlroanantal  etatauants   <E3)  mist  be  prapared  on  all 
proposed  projects  vhich  might  hava  a  significant  Impact  upon  the 
human  envlruouent .     Final  doclaloua  allovlag  or  disallowing  new  proj- 
ects can  ouly  be  tads  after  the   final  etateucnt  has  been  completed. 

The  draft  US  for  SOHI01  s  propoeed  crude  oil  tranaportatlon  aystem 
was  Issued  on  ^ovauber  2j,  197&.      A  eerlaa  of  public  hearings  were 
held  at  various  locations  In  the  Ststoa  of  California,  Washington, 
Arizona,    lev  Mexico,  and  Texas  during  the  waeX  *f  January  3-7,   1977 
In  addition,    a  15-day  extension  vas  granted  by   the  Dopartaaat  of 
the  Interior,     liil*  aitajded  coarsen  t  period  expired  on  January  25, 
1977.      The  comments   received   fron  Uie  public  during   the  draft    r.S 
connaut   period  will  be  utllltad   In  the   preparatlou  of   the   final   IS. 
which  Is  scheduled   to  be  released   April   1977. 

Tour  constituents'    eoouenta  vili  ba 
Cite   final   ^S. 


slderod  lii  the  preparation  of 


Sincerely  yours, 
hi  Gsorge  D.  Ua 
Acting  as3i3tanirector 


cc:    SOHIO  EIS  Team 


Acting 


«•«*■    Robert    Lagomoryino 
255   Butte   Drive 
San  Luie  Cblcpo 
Calif.    934  01 

rear  Mr.   Lagomarsino: 

He   who   live    in   the    Sunset    Palisades   area 
of  Pismo-  Bench,    strenuously  object  to  the    location, 
in  the    orcu   extending    from  Avila    De. ch   to  Guadalupe, 
of  the   contemplated   off-shore   terminal    for  unloading 
crude   oil  broujht  by  tani.cr    from  Alaska    a--:   ~*her 
are.'ii   outside   the  V  S  •  mainland. 

At   present  we  have  entirely   pure   air 
throughout  the  are.-?,    and  the  view  of  ocern  and  bench 
ie   entirely  unmarred  by  any  man-made   commercial   struc- 
ture.   The   ocean  and  benches   are   unpolluted.    The   pro- 
posed   installation  of  two  or   three-   huge   monobuoys, 
anly  a    few   railec   offshore,    together  with  huge   onshore 
storage   t rinks   and   pumping   stations    for  transferring, 
through    large    pipelines,    the   oil   unloaded    from  l^rge 
tanker   ships,    would   undoubtedly   result    in  the    folow- 
ing  undesirable   consequences* 

1.  Air   pollution  with   all    its   adverse 
effects,    including    its    impact   on  agriculture. 

2.  OcecT-   and  beach   pollution. 

3.  A  possible   major   oil   spill,    reMUltlny 
in  destruction  of  bcr.chcu    and   I'ismo  elms. 

4.  Influx   o*    refincricj   r.nc:   pctroleum- 
rclrted    incmstricu,    bringing   additional   pollution. 

Cur   arcr    iz   the    firrt    vie:   of  the   ocor.rt 
which  meets    the   eye   of   southbeunc    travellers   on  high- 
way  101.    This  beautiful   view   Ehould   be    preserved, 
uncullieu ,    for    future   generations   of   travellers . 

We,  hope   you  will  use   your    influence   to 
prevent   the   threatened   ri.vir;hin<7   of   our  beautiful 
coastline , 

Sincerely  youro,  .    .. 

f  420    Inaio  Drive 

Sunset   P«lisades 
Pismo  Beach,    Ca .    9344  9 


Mr.    Robert    Lagomarsino 
255    Butte    Drive 
San    Luis    Obispo 
Calif.    93401 

Dear   Mr.    Lagomarsino: 

we   who    live    in   the    Sunset   Palisades    area 
of    Pismo   Beach,    strenuously   object    to    the    location, 
in    the    area    extending    from  Avila    Beach    to   Guadalupe, 
of    the    contemplated    off-shore    terminal    for    unloading 
crude   oil   brought  by  tanker    from  Alaska   and   other 
areas   outside   the  U.S.   mainland. 

At   present  we   have   entirely  pure   air 
throughout   the   area,    and   the   view   of   ocean   and  beach 
is   entirely   unmarred  by   any  man-made   commercial    struc- 
ture     The   ocean  and   beaches   are   unpolluted.    The   pro- 
posed   installation   of   two  or   three   huge   monobuoys 
anly   a    few   miles   offshore,    together  with   huge   onshore 
storage   tanks    and   pumping    stations    forjt""sfer^"^: 
through    large   pipelines,    the   oil   unloaded    from  large 
tanker   ships,    would   undoubtedly   result    in   the    follow- 
ing  undesirable   consequences: 

1.  Air   pollution  with   all    its   adverse 
effects,    including    its    impact   on   agriculture. 

2.  Ocean   and  beach   pollution. 

3.  A  possible   major   oil   spill,    resulting 
in   destruction    of   beaches    and    Pismo    clams. 

4.  Influx   of   refineries   and    petroleum- 
related    industries,    bringing    additional   pollution. 

Our   area    is   the    first   view   of   the   ocean 
which   meets    the   eye   of   Bouthbound    travellers   on  high- 
way   101.    This    beautiful   view    should    be    preserved, 
unsullied,    for    future   generations    of    travellers. 

We  hope  you  will  use  your  influence  to 
prevent  the  threatened  ravishing  of  our  beautiful 
coastline . 


.".'.T-lli.   uirolo 


<■  lr.-io  fcrivc 

r.^'l    Ir.lisi.ttjG 

■:r  '-■■   hc.-^ch,  C*'.  9344  9 


Kr  . ■ Robert  Lagomarsino 
255  Butte  Drive 
San  Luis  Ctoispn 
Calif.  93401 

Dear  Mr.  Lagomarsino: 

we  who  live  in  the  Sunset  Palisades  area 
of  Pismo  Bench,  strenuously  object  to  the  location, 
in  the  aret  extending  from  Avila  Beach  to  Guadalupe- 
of  the  contemplated  off-shore  terminal  for  unloading 
crude  oil  brought  by  tanker  from  Alaska  and  other 
areas  outside  the  U.S.  mainland. 

At  present  we  have  entirely  pure  air 
throughout  the  are?.,  and  the  view  of  oce.->n  and  ber-ch 
is  entirely  'inm&rred  by  any  man-made  commercial  struc 
ture.  The  ocean  and  benches  are  unpolluted.  The  pro- 
posed installation  of  two  or  three  huge  monobuoys, 
anly  a  few  miles  offshore,  together  with  huge  onshore 
etoraoe  t?  nl'c  and  pumoino  station*  for  transferring, 
through  leroe  pipelines,  the  oil  unlo?ded  from  l*rge 
tanker  ships,  would  undoubtedly  result  in  the  fol ow- 
ing undesirable  consequences: 

1.  Air  pollution  with  all  its  adverse 
cffectF,  including  its  impact  on  agriculture. 

2.  Ocern  ano  beach  pollution. 

3.  A  possible  major  oil  spill,  resulting 
in  destruction  of  benches  and  Pismo  clams. 

A  .  Influ::  of  refineries  zn<3    pctrolcum- 
r*lftte£  industries,,  bringing  additional  pollution. 


Our  are;  is  the  fi 
vhich  meets  the  eye  of  southbo 
wey  101.  This  beautiful  view  s 
unsullied,  for  future  gener?.ti 


t  view  of  the  oca/n 
e  travellers  on  high- 
uld  be  preserved, 
e  of  travellers. 

Wa  hope  you  will  use  your  influence  to 
prevent  the  thros-tencd  ravishing  of  our  beautiful 
co-sJ.line . 

Sincerely  yours,      , 

K=.  tilccn  nite 
253  L'l  I-ort;.l  Drive 
Sunoct  Pallsidcs,  c». 
«<'. ') 
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-OOERTJ    LAGOMARS1NO 


Congress  of  the  <U nitcb  States 

ftoust  of  fUprtScrttatibes 
Masbtagton.  B.C.    20515 
January    12,1977 


255  Butte  Drive  *?1 
Los  Osos,  CA  93^2 
January  3>  1977 


The  Honorable  Thomas  Kleppe 
Secretary  of  Interior 
Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


^j^l^A 


Dear  Hr 

Enclosed  are  copies  of  several  letti 
constituents  concerning  the  proposed  plai 
port  along  the  central  California  coast. 

X  would  appreciate  your  comments. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


1  have  received  from 
one  of  a  supertanker 


lCOHARSIHO 
f  Congress 


Mr.  Robert  J.  Lagomarslno 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Robert: 

We  are  forwarding  a  group  of  letters  which  were  delivered 
to  us.   Since  the  street  address  on  the  envelope  was  ours-- 
though  the  city  was  not — we  could  not  be  sure  who  they 
were  intended  for  until  we  opened  them.   In  fact,  it  Is 
a  real  tribute  to  the  local  postal  service  that  they  were 
delivered  anywhere!   But  they  definitely  sees  from  their 
content  to  be  meant  for  you. 

In  fact,  we  would  like  to  echo  the  concern  of  these 
correspondents  about  reports  of  a  large  oil  port  in  the 
San  Luis  Bay  area.   As  new  residents  of  this  area  who 
formerly  lived  in  Sacramento  and  San  Jose  we  are  acutely 
aware  that  this  is  one  of  the  dwindling  few  places  in 
California  that  can  be  enjoyed  in  physical  and  mental 
health  by  residents  and  by  visitors.   Besides  the  dangers 
inherent  In  large  petroleum  installations,  the  sudden 
growth  which  would  be  forced  by  any  new  facility  of  the 
magnitude  being  discussed  would  severely  strain  the 
Central  Coast.   This  is  an  area  of  limited  services, 
limited  housing,  and  limited  land  available  for 
development,  and  growth  must  be  more  gradual  if  it  is 
not  to  destroy  the  unique  advantages-  of  living  and 
visiting  here. 

We  would  like  to  note  that  we  feel  this  concern  even 
though  we  are  intimately  Involved  In  the  construction 
industry.   I  myself  am  a  Ceneral  Contractor  (Lie.  >31?378) 
and  a  ne\;  full-time  instructor  of  Construction  Technology 
at  Uiesta  College.   In  fact  it  was  this  position  with 
Cuesta  which. enabled  us  to  move  to  San  Luis  Obispo 
County,  which  we  hope  to  make  our  permanent  home. 


© 


We  would  aiso  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  let  you 
know  how  proud  the  Northern  California  Lagomarsinos  are 
ol  your  political  success  and,  more  importantly,  your 
political  courage.   It  is  certainly  uplifting  to  have 
people  all  over  the  state  ask  if  we  are  related  to  you 
and  have  them  tell  us  what  a  fine  man  you  are--an  opinion 
they  have  often  formed  from  dealing  with  you  in  person. 
In  fact  we  were  quite  excited  about  being  closer  to  your 
district,  where  we  can  hear  more  about  your  programs. 
Keep  up  the  good  work — and  a  little  rabble-rousing; 

Yes,  we  are  in  fact  related  to  you.  My  father,  Victor 
R.  Lagomarslno  is  your  cousin  (son  of  the  late  Victor 
Emmanuel  Lagomarslno  of  San  Francisco).  He  is  still  in 
the  Sacramento  area — in  Meadow  Vista,  Placer  County,  and 
he  wants  us  to  relay  his  greetings  and  congratulations. 
And  you  sponsored  my  brother  Thomas  Seivert  Lagomarslno 
for  Naval  Officer  Training  several  years  ago.  He  is 
now  a  Lieutenant  Commander  in  Naval  Air,  having  recently" 
been  sponsored  by  the  Navy  to  complete  his  master's 
degree  in  colitical  science  at  S*n  Diego  State  University. 
He  will  soon  begin  duty  in  Hawaii.  He  too  sends  his 
greetings  and  congratulations,  as  do  the  rest  of  the 
family. 

Unfortunately,  we  have  been  remiss  in  writing  to  our 
legislators — in  fact  we  apologize  for  not  forwarding 
these  letters  to  you  sooner— but  we  want  you  to  know 
that  we  are  in  favor  of  your  innovations  for  making 
Congress  more  responsible  to  its  constituents  and  more 
Innovative  in  its  collective  actions. 

Thank  you. 

Sincerely,   . 

Peter  H.  Lagomarslno 
Nancy  Rankin  Lagomarslno 


San  Luis  Obispo,  Ca  . 


Dear  Mr.  Lagomarsino: 

You  are  no  doubt  .'.w.  is  that  Governor  Brovn  ii 
seriously  considering  the  S»n  Luis  Boy  are-,  from 
Guadeloupe  to  Avila  Besch,  aa  the  location  of  nn  off 
6horc  tcrmin.-l  for  unloading  Alaskan  crude  oil. 

We  who  live  in  the  Sunset  Palisades  eren  are 
etroftgly  orpoaf-d  to  any  cuch  location  of  terminal 
facilities.  It  would  introduce  pollution  into  our 
atmosphere  which  now  it  entirely  pure  <-nd  wholesome. 
It  would  hideously  mar  the  beauty  of  the  panoramic 
vie-  of  ocem  and  coastline  which  we  at  present  are 
privilec.ee  to  enjoy.  Our  *rer  is  the  first  view  of 
the  ocer.n  that  meets  the  eye  of  travellers  coming 
south  from  the  Sen  Frrncioco  are-  .  This  beautiful 
view  should  be  preserved,  uncullieo,  for  future  gen- 
erations of  travellers. 

Wc  hope  that  you  will  use  your  influence  to 
prevent  the  threatened  ravishing  of  our  be-utlful 
co-stlinc. 


Sincerely  yours. 


-/£*•*«  >4r, 


,'Eynn  end  Frrnces  Latti 
15>     431    Inoio  Drive, 

Sunset   pallsi.ocs,    C.  . 
9M4V 
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Proposal    for  an  Energy  Storage  and  Conversion  Park 
on  San  Clieinte   Island,  California 


January  4,    IffTT 

Stat— at  on  tas   3OH10  terminal i 

I   aa  Qr.jorj    Smith,    resident  at  9010  Carolina  Strsat,    Saw   Padro. 
my   views    represent  a  greet  many  of  thoes   who   experl<ted    tba   exploslem 
or  tha    Uaktr    oa   December   IT.      Our  Association   la    Joined    by    four 
othara    la   tha   San  Padro    community    In    lta    eoncam    for  projects  new 
aponaorad   by   tha   tvo  harbor  departments. 

ffa  wish   to  dlraet  your  attention   to   tha   proposal    of   Tllllem  Sasmraa, 
today   formally   aant   to   tha   Energy  and   Resourcee   Commission    In  Sacramento, 
that    Sao   Clemente   Island   ba   deaignated  aa  an  Energy   Storage  and  Con- 
version Park,    and  dsTslopad    to  haodla  Alaskan   eruda   oil    shipments   nod 
liquefied  natural    gas.      Tha  proposal    la   attacbad. 

Parhapa    It    la   natural    at   tola    tlms   that  a   flrat   raaponaa   to  aach  a 
proposal    la   that  political   and   jurisdictional    obataclaa   ara    Inaur- 
momnteble    for  soch  a   solution.      Departments   of   government,    agencies, 
and  swan   officeholders  hews   a   cartaln  angls  of   repose.      But    like    the 
hoik    of  ths   Saoalnana   (vblcb   similarly  baa  an  angla   of   raposs)    sosm 
Isasanss   sfforts    bar*   to   ba  made   toward   recount ruction   of  a  new  terminal 
and    changing  a    lnoparabls   berth,      la    think  tha   change  ahoald   ba   In 
tha  direction  of  an  elected  Port  and  Chaanal    Authority    with    responsibility 
for  what  ara   presently  known  as   Long  Beach  and  Los   Aagslss   Barbers.    7e 
eoTlslon   that  Port  Authority   as    being  a  primary    responsl M 11 tj   of  a  new 
county   constituting  the   southern  portion   of  Los   Angeles   County,    which 
of  course   includes  Catallna    Itlml,    and  as   newly    created  would  also    In- 
clude   San  Clasvinte   Island.       *e    faal    that  Banning  County   would  be   an 
appropriate   nana,    aa    it    commemo rates    the   nan   who    brought    the    first    rail-* 
road  to  the  port   area,    who  developed  wharves,    and  who   owned   a  portion 
of  the  Channel    lelanda. 

Thus    we    recoeaaend    that   the    S0BI0    terminal    not    be    located    in   either 
harbor,    but   rather  safely    off-ehor*.      It   could    be   the   economic   base   for 
a  new  port  authority   and  a  now  county. 


William  P.    Samaras 

Introduction 

It  has  become  Increasingly  apparent  that  the  proposed  liquefied  natural  gar 
and  vaporization  plant  will  not  bo  built  at  berth  302  on     Terminal   Island. 
Since  the  explosion  of  the  tanker  Sansinena  on  December  17,   1976,   the  public 
hostility,   as  well  as  organizational   and  departmental   antipathy  toward  such 
an  LNC  facility     has  hardened.      The  Pacific    Lighting  Company  and   the  Los 
Angeles     Harbor  Department  advocacy  of  the  Installation  is  opposed  at  federal, 
state,  and  local  levels.     The  explosion  has  vividly  expressed  the  sociological 
and  safety  factors  inherent  in  such  hazards  within  the  confines  of  the  port, 
new  densely  populated  residential  areas.     Coupled  with  meteorological  and 
geological  parameters     the  accident  manifests  the  folly  of  such  a  proposal 
as  the  LNC  terminal,   adjacent  as  it  would  be  to  tank  farms  and  near  the  site 
of  the  proposed  Alaskan  crude  terminal   in  Long  Beach     Harbor. 

Assuming  an  eventual  need   for  liquefied  natural   gas  terminal  or  terminals   In 
Southern  California,  and  an  iATsedlate  insistence  on  a  decision  on  Sohio'e 
application  for  a  crude  oil  terminal,  we  propose  an  alternative  site  off-shore, 
well  away  from  the  myriad  hazards  present  in  an  ill-planned  two  harbor  complex. 
The  optimal,  stable  off-shore  site  that  would  accommodate  both  the  needs  of 
gas  and  oil  applicants  would  be  San  Clemente   Island. 


An   fchergy  Storage  and  Conversion   Park  can  and  should  be  constructed  on  San 
Clemente.      The  future  ramifications    for  such  an   installation  are  many;    the 
concomitant  arguments  to  the  contrary  are  economically,  ecologically  and  tech- 
nologically surmountable.     So  tcoare  the  political  problems. 

Research  Associate,  Marine  Mammals  Division,  Museum  of  Natural  History  of  Los  Angeles 
County;  teacher  of  marine  biology,  Carson  High  School;  M.S.  in  Earth  Science,  North- 
ern Arizona  University. 


San  P.dro   CeHtotnla  eO'31 


San  Clemente   Island  presently  belongs  to  the  United  States  Navy,   and  the  sur- 
rounding waters  and  sea  bottom  are  wholly  within  territorial  waters  defined  by 
the  200  mile  limit.     In  shape  the  island  is  an  elongated,   truncated  triangle. 
Prom  the  northwest  tip  to  its  southeast  terminus,  the  island  is  approximately 
21  miles  long  with  a  maximum  width  of  5i  miles.     The  vertical  relief  is  gradual, 
nearly  level.      The  highest  point  on  the   island    is   1965   feet,   with  the  slope 
rising  gradually  from  the  northwest  shore  to  a  central  peak  and  again  diminishing 
to  sea-level  at  Pyramid  Cove  in  the  southeast.     From  Wilson  Cove,  it  is  about 
51  miles  to  Point  Fermin  lighthouse  on  the  mainland,  and  about  22  miles  to  the 
nearest  landfall  on  Santa  Catallna  Island.     This  22  mile  wide  channel  would  provide 
excellent  seaway  and  steerage  room  for  the  proposed  LNC  tankers,  as  well  as  for 
those  carrying  Alaskan  crude  oil.     Exceptional  deep  water  anchorage  is  available 
all  along  the  north  coast,  with  the  depth  from  sea  level  dropping  off  to  300  feet 
within  one-fourth  mile  and  to  3000  feet  within  two  miles  from  shore.     These 
physical  parameters  readily  provide  for  the  utilization  of  monobuoys  and/or 
near-shore  pier  facilities  for  off-loading  hazardous  cargos.     Storage  and  vapor- 
ization facilities  for  LNG,   and  storage  and  processing  installations  for  crude  oil 
would  be  constructed  and  maintained  on  shore. 


well  as  those  coming  south  from  the  Santa  Barbara  fields. 

Terrestrial  Considerations 

The  ecological  impact  would  be  minimal   on  San  Clemente  Island.     What  the  naval 
bombing  practice  has  not  destroyed  or  severely  altered  over  the  years,  the  goats 
have  eaten  off.     The  primary  vertebrate  is  a  sub-species  of  Channel  Island  fox, 
Urocyon  llttoralis.  and  the  population  could  easily  be  trapped  and  re-established 
on  San  Nicolas  Island.     The  marine  biota  would  be  effected  to  some  extent,  depending 
upon  spill  frequency  and  technological  solutions  for  seawater  warming  of  LNC  that 
might  involve  biocldes  and  neutralizes ,  plus  the  accompanying  cold  sink  near  the 
vaporization  plant  outfall. 

Structurally,  San  Clemente  Island  is  composed  almost  totally  of  Miocene  volcanlcs, 
primarily  andeslte.     Further  data  on  the  environmental  aspects  of  San  Clemente  and 
proposed  LNG  and  crude  oil  terminals  are  of  course  available  through  local  and 
state  agencies. 


This  concept  would  achieve  a  three-fold  purpose i   first,   it  would  minimize  the 
possibility  of  tanker  collision,   ramming,   or  grounding,   a  condition  that  would 
be  present  if  the  massive  ships  were  funneled  into  Los  Angeles  or  Long  Beach 
Harbors;   secondly,  the  hazard  of  potential  oil  spills  and  containment  is  minim- 
ized and/or  localized  due  to  close  proximity  of  the  carrier  with  the  storage 
facilities;   and  in  the  event  of  a  fire  or  water  spill  of  LNG  the  site  would  be 
50  miles   from  any  population  concentration,  and  thus  control  would  not  be 
hampered  by  other  facilities,  traffic,  and  problems  of  access  or  evacuation  of 
populations  at  risk. 

Transshipment  of  natural  gas  and  oil  products  from  the  installations  could  be 
accomplished  through  submarine  pipelines.     The  pipes  would  be  installed  with 
automatic  shutoff  and  shunt  valves  at  reasonable  Intervals.     There  are  two  directions 
for  the  pipelines   from  San  Clemente!    the   first  is  north  from  the  southeastern  end 
of  the  island,   skirting  Santa  Catallna  Island  and  intercepting  the  mainland  at 
either  San  Pedro  or  Long  Beach;    the   second  is  northwest  to  Ventura  or  Canard.    The 
latter  route  would  have  the  added  advantage  of  being  able  to  link  with  flow  from 
feeder  pipelines  from  the  drilling  platforms  at  Tanner  and  Cortez  Banks,  aa 


Conclusion 

This  proposal  ia  prompted  by  the  multi-level  opposition  that  has  been  manifest 
toward  the  Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  proposals  to  bring  LNG  and  crude  oil  in 
massive  quantities  to  terminals   In  urban  areas.      The  explosion  of  the  oil  tanker 
close  to  residences,  with  the  resulting  injuries  and  shock  and  property  damage 
have  made  a  change  of  site  for  the  terminals  mandatory.     He  offer  this  proposal 
as  an  initial  effort  that  will  be  followed  by  detailed  survey,  assuming  serious 
consideration  is  encouraged  and  merited.     It  seems  clear  that  public  expression 
and  expert  Judgment  requires  a  logical  and  rational  approach  to  energy  Installations 
such  as  has  not  been  the  case  previously  in  the  harbors  serving  the  Los  Angeles 
metropolitan  area. 
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Mr.  Charles  E.  Spihr 
SOHIO  Petroleum  Co. 
17S0  Midland  Building 
Cleveland.  Ohio  44115 

Dear  Mr.  Spahr: 

Might  I  suggest  that  the  elimination  of  California  State  Air  Resources 
Board  opposition  to  your  SOHIO  West  Coast  to  M1d-Cont1nent  Pipeline  Project  could 
be  attained  by  Inclusion  of/and  (active  support  for)  expanded  terminal  facilities 
to  receive  BOTH  crude  AND  liquified  natural  gas. 

The  outline  of  my  proposal  1s  set  forth  1n  a  presentation  at  the  Long  Beach 
Environmental  Impact  Report  Public  Meeting  on  the  SOHIO  Project  on  November 
30.  1976. 

From  the  SOHIO  Project  standpoint,  this  modification  and  expansion  would 
have  a  desirable  effect  on  your  proposed  project,  I.e.,  the  addition  of  one  addi- 
tional berth  designed  to  handle  either  crude  or  "L.N.G.",  and  the  addition  of  one 
"Boll  Off  gas  receiver  at  P1er  J  -  with  underwater  pipelines  from  P1er  J  south- 
eastward one  mile  to  "Isolated"  L.N, 6.  storage  tanks  on  75  acres  of  land-fill 
which  could  be  formed  at  the  Long  Beach  Breakwater,  In  the  dredging  required  for 
deepening  of  the  Long  Beach  entrance  and  the  Pier  J  facilities,  required  for  your 
terminal.  The  guiding  criteria,  as  mentioned  1n  my  proposal.  Is  Energy  Cost  Basis. 

This  modification  would  benefit  SOHIO  In  providing  Immediately  for  your 
eventual  contemplated  expansion  to  one  million  barrels  per  day  Input  of  crude  oil 
and  the  use  of  the  extra  unused  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipeline.  It  would  also 
benefit  Long  Beach  Harbor  Department  In  useful  formation  of  additional  land  In  a 
logical  and  safe  place  for  the  storage  of  L.N.G.  Most  Importantly,  1t  would  be 
within  a  feasible  distance  of  the  massive  energy  producing  power  plants  that 
could  not  only  use  part  of  the  L.N.G.  In  the  production  of  power  (thus  reducing 


pollution  created  from  burning  oil!)  but  also  use  the  cryogenic  characteristics  of 
L.N.G.  In  Increasing  the  efficiency  of  their  power  production  —  while  at  the  same 
time  re-vapor1z1ng  L.N.G.  Into  natural  gas  for  Injection  Into  our  Southern 
California  Gas  pipeline  system-.. 

This  aspect  of  energy  savings  combined  with  environmental  improvement  of  our 
atmosphere,  and  sea  water  temperatuVe  stability  within  the  Long  Beach-Los  Angeles 
Harbor  are  FACTS !  --  which  you  could  use  to  Implement  adoption  of  your  proposed 
facility. 

The  dlsasterous  explosion  of  a  crude  tanker  at  Union  Oil  Pier  46  comes  at  a 
very  Inopportune  time  for  SOHIO  --  in  their  applications  to  government  agencies 
for  approval  of  the  Long  Beach  Pier  0  Facility!  The  "environmentalists"  will  make 
a  "hey-day"  of  this!!  And  to  top  1t  all  off,  the  equally  dlsasterous  grounding 
of  a  crude  oil  tanker  on  the  East  Coast! 

However,  both  disasters  could  serve  as  a  positive  argument  for  the  viability 
of  the  SOHIO  Terminal  wlthalso  a  L.N.G.  Terminal  closely  adjacent  to  1t.  However, 
both  would  be  Isolated  In  respect  to  living  or  business  establishments. 

This  Is  what  I  propose  In  the  attached  Long  Beach  Harbor  sketch.  In  view  of 
the  Union  Oil  Pier  46  disaster,  I  think  the  Southern  California  Gas  proposed  L.N.G. 
Facility  at  Terminal  Island  1s  DEAD!  A  better  placement  of  that  facility  could  be: 

1.  The  best  and  most  logical  on  an  Energy  Cost  Basis,  —  Anaheim  Bay 
Ammunition  Depot  for  unloading,  with  storage  tanks  two  miles  north  and 
adjacent  to  Haynes  and  Southern  California  Edison  plants  (see  map  enclosed). 

2.  Second  Best  --  SOHIO  proposed  unloading  facilities  (plus  extra  terminal 
for  L.N.G.),  with  pipelines  to  storage  facilities  at  land  to  be  formed 
on  Isolated  Long  Beach  Breakwater,  for  storage  tanks  of  L.N.G,  (see 
map  enclosed). 

Option  Number  One  would  require  an  easement  from  the  U.S.  Navy  for  approx. 
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SO  acres  of  land  -  not  an  easy  project!  Option  Number  Two  would  .require  a  com- 
mitment of  five  million  dollars  for  breakwater  rock  and  land  formation  by  the 
Long  Beach  Harbor  Board.  However,  no  "environmentalists"  could  claim  that  such  a 
needed  facility  could  threaten  established  coastal  zone  Improvements,  being  IS 
miles  from  the  coast.  The  "trade-off"  benefits  potentially  Implicit  In  L.N.G,  re- 
gaslflcatlon  technology  Is  not  known  or  appreciated  by  the  public  —  or  the 
"environmentalists'.  This  presentation  would  be  your  responsibility,  as  well  as 
the  Southern  California  Gas  "P.R."  people. 

Gentlemen;  these  facilities  logically  belong  here  —  we  need  them  NOW  --  we 
especially  need  the  natural  gas!  Common  sense  demands  that  you  consort  with  both 
your  competitors  and  your  customers,  --  1n  spite  of  Anti-Trust  Laws  --  to  bring 
these  facilities  here. 

what  better  argument  can  you  present  to  the  state  and  federal  agencies  (as  to 
the  use  of  gas  pipelines  for  crude  to  the  Midwest  for  SOHIO),  than  the  support  and 
aid  of  the  Importation  of  L.N.G.  to  Long  Beach?  This  makes  doubly  redundant  any 
claim  by  them  as  to  the  need  for  such  pipelines  for  transport  of  non-exlstant  gas 
from  the  Midwest  through  those  empty  pipelines  to  California, 

I  speak  only  as  a  resident  of  Long  Beach  for  twenty-six  years;  I  have  no 
Interest,  except  200  shares  In  Pacific  Lighting,  in  any  of  the  Involved  companies. 
I  have  studied  your  SOHIO  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  1t  makes  good 
commonsense  as  one  portion  of  the  energy  Input  so  needed  here.  However,  Inertlng 
methods  for  ajn  crude  oil  tankers  unloading  at  your  proposed  facility  will  be 
mandatory  (as  a  result  of  the  tanker  explosion  at  Union  Oil  Dock),  which  could 
easily  be  Incorporated  Into  your  ships.  Any  foreign  ships  unloading  at  your 
terminal  would  require  supplemental  Inertlng  methods.  This  could  be  provided 
either  by  Long  Beach  Harbor  Dock  Facilities  or  by  barge,  along  side  ship  facilities 
to  provide  carton  monoxide  (washed  gas  from  ship's  stack)  or  CD  Into  tanks  being 
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.-loaded  to  prevent  any  possible  repetlon  of  the  dlsasterous  Union  oil  explosion  -- 
!-d  to  ease  the  fears  of  the  "environmentalists".  L.N.G.  off-loading  (being  an 
T-tlrely  closed  system)  Is  far  safer  than  crude  oil  delivery,  without  Inertlng 
-•cllltles  for  ships  tanks. 

The  over-reaction  I  feel  certain  to  come  about  because  of  this  tanker  explosion 
cruld  nullify  all  the  expense  and  hard  work  SOHIO  has  put  Into  this  most  sensible 
s-d  logical  project  which  would  benefit  the  U.S.A.  as  a  whole.  The  transport  of 
excess  crude  to  the  Midwest  for  refining  Into  use  products  1s  secondary  to  the 
reeds  of  California  and  Long  Beach,  Such  objects  depend  upon  the  pipeline,  and 
.""ur  factual  demonstration  -  through  the  use  of  marine  transported  L.N.G.  that 
t~ese  unused  pipelines  will  never  be  required! 

The  arguments  against  such  transport  of  crude  depends  upon  alternate  methods 
by  which  Southern  California  can  receive  our  much  needed  natural  gas.  Can  there 
fce  a  more  persuasive  argument  for  SOHIO  to  support  and  alji  financially,  1f 
r.ecessary,  a  viable  L.N.G.  Project  In  Long  Beach? 

For  example,  the  Manager  of  the  Haynes  Plant  In  Long  Beach,  which  produces 
"-ore  power  than  Boulder  Dam,  could  Increase  the  efficiency  of  his  condensers  -- 
P'.US  --  generating  more  power  while  re-gaslflng  L.N.G.  for  benefit  of  Southern 
California  users!  One  and  one-half  million  gallons  of  sea  water,  temperature 
rise  of  20'F.,  could  be  used  Instead  to  re-gass1fy  L.N.G.  and  thus  moderate  the 
claims  of  the  ■environmentalists"!!  The  Edison  Plant,  closely  adjacent,  could 
do  likewise. 

The  trade-off  benefits  of  L.N.G.,  In  alleviating  the  pollution  Increase  re- 
quired by  power  demands  of  pumping  your  excess  crude  out  of  this  area,  could  be 
c?r>pletely  washed  off  by  delivery  of  L,N.G.  at  power  plant  sites.  Re-gas1f Icatlon 
;Dsts  amount  to  approximately  2*  of  product. 
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This  cost  can  be  saved  or  usen  to  reduce  atmospheric  pollution  plus  tn 
additional  21  In  waste  heat  presently  dumped  back  Into  the  ocean  by  these  sane 
pcwer  olants.   At  present  the  power  companies  are  forced  to  use  SOj  emitting 
fuel  oils  {low  sulphur  fuels  when  obtainable  from  Indonesia  —  like  the  100,000 
barrels  obtained  from  the  tanker  that  exploded).  In  fact,  they  agreed  (at  i 
cost  of  $30,000,00010  use  low  sulphur  fuels  for  the  next  $£*   months  (before 
the  A. P. CO.)  here  In  Long  Beach,  due  to  the  lack  of  clean  burning  natural 
gas. 

These  "palllttve'  measures  by  the  power  plants  only  point  up  the  1n- 
sistant  demand  that  Southern  California  Basin  atmosphere  cannot  absorb  more 
pollution  emitting  enterprises  --  no  matter  how  much  1t  may  benefit  the  nation 
as  a  whole. 


take  place  here,  namely,  the  mandatory  Inertlng  of  ship's  cargo  tanks  (plus 
vigorous  dissemination  of  those  facts  to  the  public),  1s  absolutely  necessary 
In  order  to  see  the  establishment  of  those  facilities  her*. 

I  will  gladly  assist  In  any  way  possible  and  your  consents  regarding  the 
above  would  be  most  welcome. 

Very  truly  your*. 


/&& 


'^t^/ 


Gilbert  H.  Bishop 
2140  Tulane  Avenue 
long  Beach,  CA  9081 5 

Phone:  (213)  597-3101 


So,  It  becomes  SOHIO's  burden  --  on  a  FACTUAL  BASIS  —  to  prove  that  In- 
stallation of  this  West  Coast  to  M1d-Cont1nent  Pipeline  Project  Is  viable  not 
only  for  the  transport  of  crude  to  the  midwest  [with  safety)  --  but  to  reduce 
our  atmospheric  pollutions  here  In  the  Los  Angeles  Basin, 

Hy  postulate  1s  that  this  can  be  done  by  delivery  of  L.N.G.  to  the  RIGHT 
PUCE  at  the  RIGHT  TIME,  I.e.,  In  coordination  with  your  establishment  of 
facilities  at  Pier  J  1n  Long  Beach. 

Expansion  of.  or  re-subm1ss1on  of,  your  Environmental  Report  will  probably 
be  regulred.  However,  in  view  of  the  foreign  crude  oil  tanker  explosion  only 
four  miles  from  your  proposed  facility  (and  the  "back-off  of  politicians 
because  of  It),  my  fear  1s  that  both  needed  projects  will  go  down  the  drain, 
due  to  Ignorance  and  fear  by  the  local  public. 

Positive  proposals  guaranteeing  that  no  repetition  of  that  disaster  could 


Pacific  Lighting 

Southern  California  Edison 

Long  Beach  Harbor  Board 

Los  Angeles  Harbor  Board 

U.S.C.G.  11th  District 

Seal  Beach  Ammunition  Depot 

Calif.  Coastal  Zone  Commission 

Energy  Section,  President  Carter's  Staff 

L.A.   Department  of  Hater  &  Power 

Mr.  J. A,   Stuart,  Director,  A, P. CD, 
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308  Longview  Lane 
Sen  Luis  Obispo,  C». 
December  30,  1976 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
i>   Project  Manager 
Sohio  Project  Office 
P.C.  Box  660 
Los  Alamltos,  Ca  90720 

Gentlemen : 

Although  there  is  no  official  proposal,  Tom  Qulrw  and 
others  have  been  actively  suggesting  that  the  Central  California 
Coast  is  the  most  likely  alternative  to  Long  Beach  for  the 
proposed  Supertanker  Port.   The  citizens  of  San  Luis  Obispo 
County  are  deeply  concerned  about  the  following: 

1.  That  decisions  are  being  made  about  alternative  sites 
without  our  input.   Even  at  this  formulative  stage  our 
representatives  and  citizena  should  have  a  voice  in  the  discussions; 

2.  That  there  la  no  Fsderal  and/or  Stats  energy  policy 
formulated  so  that  California  will  be  flooded  with  Alaskan  oil 
while  the  East  coast  and  Midwest  go  wanting; 

3.  That  if  there  is  such  a  surplus  of  oil,  we  wondsr  why 
oil  will  be  continued  to  be  pumped  out  of  Elk  Hills  rather  than 
be  reserved  for  national  or  military  emergencies; 

4.  That  the  national  interest  and  desire  to  be  independent 
of  foreign  oil  is  being  confused  with  Standard  Oil  of  Ohio's 
problem  of  finding  the  most  convenient  (economical  and  swift) 
way  of  moving  the  Alaskan  oil  to  the  rest  of  the  States. 
Standard ' s  convenience  may  not  necesaarily  be  in  the  public ' s 
Interest  or  convenient  for  the  rest  of  the  nation; 

5.  That  our  efforts  to  conserve  ambient  air  quality  in 
clean  areas  (which  may  exceed  Federal  Primary  Air  Standards 

a  few  days  a  year)  is  at  the  end  of  a  long  list  of  priorities 
to  which  State  and  Federal  officials  pay  only  lip-service; 
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6.  That  there  will  be  little  presaurs  on  SOHIO  to  "clean  up" 
Its  operation  and  develop  the  necessary  technology  to  control 
the  air  pollution  generated  If  it  is  allowed  to  move  into  a 
relatively  clean  area  and  that  there  will  be  little  pressure 
from  the  Federal  government  to  give  the  Coast  Ouard  the 
necessary  powers  to  police  the  tankers; 

7.  That  otherviable  alternatives  to  Long  Beach,  including 
an  all-pipeline  transport  system,  are  not  being  actively  and 
objectively  considered  since  Industry  is  pushing  for  a  tanker 
port.   Since  no  matter  where  the  Port  is  situated  it  will 
cause  air  pollution  problems  and  air  pollution  standards  will  be 
exceeded,  these  alternatives  should  be  further  Investigated; 

8.  That  becauss  of  the  low  Inversion  layer  on  the  Central 
Californlan  Coast  and  relatively  small  air  basin,  air  pollutants 
will  have  a  greater  and  more  potent  effect  here  than  in  other 
areaa ; 

9.  That  placing  the  Port  along  this  coast  will  endanger 
a  delicate  wildlife  and  ecological  balance  as  well  as  marlng 
recreational  facilities; 

10.  That  there  is  a  lack  of  available  and  adequate  fire 
and  police  personnel  to  protect  and  ai#  In  an  emergency  similar 
to  the  one  that  Just  occurred  in  the  Los  Angeles  Harbor; 

11.  That  such  a  port  will  add  to  an  already  substantial 
list  of  prime  military  targets  including  Vandenberg  Air  Force 
Base,  the  trans-pacific  cable,  Diablo  Nuclear  Power  Plant  and 
a  proposed  liquified  natural  gas  facility. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  concern  and  opposition  to  the 
Port  being  located  along  our  Coast  as  witnessed  by  over  5,000 
signatures  on  a  petition,  a  resolution  of  concern  passed  by  the 
County  Board  of  Supervisors,  a  resolution  by  both  the  San  Luis 
Obispo  City  Council  and  Morro  Bay  City  Council  opposing  the 
port  and  numerous  letters,  telegrams  already  send  by  private 
citizena  to  local,  rtate  and  federal  officials.   I  feel  that 
the  above  concerns  should ;heard  in  your  discussions  concerning 
the  proposed  Supertanker  Port  and  its  location.   Thank  you 
for  your  attention. 

Sincerely, 


Btryl  Relch»nb«rg 


Pro J act  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Manage** Dt 

Project  Office 

January  5,   1977 
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LOS   ANGELES   AREA   CHAMBER   OF   COMMERCE 


Id  ch*  beat  Interests  of  the  business  i  n— inllj  of  Southern  California,  we 
respectfully  urg*  your  support  of  tb«  Long  Beach  Barbor  for  serving  local 
surplus  Alaskan  crude  oil. 


refineries   and    transship 


January  5.    1977 


Projact  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Projact  Office 

P.   0.    Bom  660 

Los  A leal  to*,    California  90720 


Dear  Sir: 

the  Los   Angelee  Area   Chaaber   of   Connerce   Board   of   Director*    support!    the 
planned  uae  of   the  Port  of  Long  Baach  for  serving  local   refineries  and   trans - 
•hlpnent  of  eurplua  Alaskan  crude  oil    to    the  Kld-Contlnant  area*  of  the 
United  States. 

The  Chaaber  believes    the  use  of  the  Port  of  Long   Beach  has  a  member   of  sub- 
stantial  advantages   In  support  of  s  growing  economy   in  the  Los  Angeles  Area. 
It  will  provide  certain  advantages    for  California  as   distinguished   frosi 
the  rest  of   the  country. 

The  planned  use  of   the  Port  of  Long   Beach  will   provide  a  masher  of  substan- 
tial advantages    to   the  Southern  California  area  creating  a  substantial 
msabar  of  new  Jobs,    providing  additional    revenues  and  reducing  the  cost  of 
deliveries  of  natural  gas  supplies. 

The  Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Coenerc*  believes    that   the  Long  Baach  Harbor 
has  a  uniquely  long  and  enviable  record   for  safely  handling  oil    tankers. 
The  Barbor   requires  a  minimal  of  dredging  and   do   filling   to  accommodate   this 
project,    e  statSBssot   that  can  be  made  about  no  other  port   in  California. 

The  Los  Angeles  Area  Chaaber  of  Commerce   Is   of   the  persuasion   that  bringing 
Alaskan  oil    to  a  sheltered,    existing  deep  water  port   such  as  Long  Beach  avoids 
the  need   for  constructing  e  new  supertanker    facility   In  a  presently  pristine 


The  Chamber  believes  that  It  would  be  of  subetantiel  economic  benefit  to 
Southern  California  to  utilise  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  as  a  receiving  polo 
for  local  distribution  and  transshipment   for  surplus  Alaekan  crude  oil. 
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APVOW*  tOAHP 


January  7,  1977 


Char  lea  R.  Tulloss, 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

SOHIO  BIS  PROJECT 

P.  0.  BOX  660 

Loe  Alamitos,  Ck   90720 

Ret   CA  972 


Dear  Mr.  Tulloaa: 

In  your  letter  of  December  21,  1976,  you  requested  thai 
written  comments  on  the  SOHIO  EIS  Project  reach  you  by  the 
10th  of  January.   Unfortunately,  your  letter  was  delayed  in 
the  mails  and  was  just  received  the  4th  of  January*   Since 
we  have  had  no  access  to  the  EIS  it  is  quite  difficult  to 
make  any  relevant  comments  on  the  project. 

However,  there  is  one  area  that  our  organization  would 
like  to  comment  on:   the  routing  of  tankers  carrying  Alaskan 
crude  through  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel.   In  spite  of 
Admiral  Price's  comments  to  the  contrary,  the  Channel  is 
known  as  a  difficult  waterway  and  is  in  fact  called  the 
Graveyard  of  Ships  by  some  mariners. 

The  Santa  Barbara  Channel  is  one  of  the  most  frequently 
traveled  waterways  on  the  Pacific  Coast.   Because  of  its 
size,  because  of  prevailing  weather  conditions,  because  of 
manmade  hazards  (oil  platforms)  and  because  of  insufficient 
navigational  aids,  it  has  become  one  of  the  most  hazardous 
areas  on  the  Pacific  Coast. 

However,  the  Coast  Guard  continues  to  maintain  that  the 
Channel  la  relatively  easy  to  navigate.   At  present  there  are 
thirteen  oil  platforms  in  the  Channel.   Plans  call  for  an 
additional  number  of  exploratory  drilling  rigs  and  also  an 
additional  twenty-one  platforms  over  the  next  five  years. 
Although  the  supporting  anchors  of  a  drilling  rig  can  extend 
a  thousand  yards  in  each  direction,  it  is  the  practice  of 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  grant  exploratory  drilling 
permits  as  close  as  two  hundred  yards  to  a  shipping  lane. 

Approximately  6000  pleasure  craft  use  the  Channel 
monthly,   with  the  placement  of  a  LNG  Treminal  at  either 
Pt.  Conception  or  Port  Hueneme  it  is  estimated  that  47  tankers 
monthly  or  565  tankers  yearly  will  travel  the  Channel  filled 
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highly  flamnable  LNG.   Statistics  also  show  that  51  tankers 
monthly  will  carry  North  Slope  crude  oil  through  the  channel. 
These  tankers  will  be  much  larger  than  those  now  traversing  the 
channel.   If  all  oil  and  gas  facilities  requested  are  granted,  there 
will  be  a  42%  increase  of  shipping  traffic  in  the  channel  to  an 
estimated  1,066  ship  movements  monthly  by  1980. 

Tankers  pose  a  greater  environmental  hazard  than  oil  well 
blowouts.   Yet  very  little  is  being  done  to  improve  the  tanker 
situation  in  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel.   The  most  potential 
cumulative  impact  resulting  from  the  projected  Increased  traffic 
in  the  Santa  Barbara  Channel  will  be  the  greater  statistical 
probability  of  a  collision  involving  a  tanker  and  another  vessel, 
or  a  tanker  and  an  oil  platform;  and  the  undeniable  probability 
exists  that  there  will  be  a  ship-platform  collision  in  the  Ssnta 
Baroara  Channel  within  the  next  five  years  if  navigational  controls 
are  not  imposed. 

Since  1969  Get  Oil  Out  Inc.  (GOO)  has  made  repeated  efforts 
to  get  shipping  controls  imposed  in  the  channel  and  to  have  all 
tanker  traffic,  over  20,000  dwt ,  routed  outside  the  channel.  In 
this  we  have  had  the  support  of  the  late  Congressman  Teague  and 
presently  of  Congressman  Robert  J.  Lagomarsino. 

fact  the  Channel  is  an  international 
,  if  not  impossible,  to  get  mandatory 
outside  the  channel.   However,  there 
AMERICAN  TANKERS  cannot  be  required 
ide  the  channel.   Several  months  ago 
ing  that  tankers  carrying  North  Slope 
Jones  Act  would  have  to  be  American 
outside  the  Channel.   While  we  cannot 
eaBe  was  false  and  as  of  this  date 
rying  Alaskan  crude  oil  will  travel 


It  is  recognized  that  th< 
waterway  has  made  it  difficul 
rerouting  of  shipping  traffic 
is  no  apparent  reason  why  ALL 
to  take  the  longer  route  outi 
there  was  a  news  release  stat 
crude  (which  according  to  the 
tankers)  would  voluntarily  go 
name  our  source,  this  news  re 
it  is  planned  that  tankers  ca 
through  the  channel. 

Get  Oil  Out  Inc.  (GOO)  urges  that  the  following  be  considered: 

1.  That  the  Coast  Guard  impose  mandatory  shipping  lanes  and 
that  the  shipping  lanes  be  widened. 

2.  That  the  Coast  Guard  monitor  all  channel  traffic. 
That  the  Coast  Guard  require  the  use  of  radar  controls  while 


ship  is  in  the  cha 


el. 


4.   That  efforts  be  made  to  apply  the  "Porte  and  Waterways  Safety 
Act"  to  the  channel,  establishing  "vessel  traffic  services"  to 
direct  the  movement  of  ships.   This  could  be  established  by  use  of 
"radar  watches'  and  "control  towers'  to  guide  traffic  through  the 


Cha 


That  all  tankers  carrying  Alaskan  crude  go 


It  is  principally  because  of  the  present  lack  of  absolute 
control  of  shipping  in  the  channel  that  the  planned  traffic  in- 
creases prsent  such  potential  navigational  and  safety  problems. 
We  recommend  that  all  Alaskan  crude  traffic  go  outside  the  channel 
and  that  the  Coast  Guard  be  asked  to  immediately  impose  mandatory 
navigational  controls  on  all  channel  ship  movements. 
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7215  Fllldee  Street 

Long  Beach,  California  90608 

January  6,  1977 


Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  California 
90702 

Dear  Sir: 

He  would  like  to  add  our  voices  to  those  opposing  the 
construction  of  the  Sohio  supertanker  terminal  at  the  Port  of 
Long  Beach.   As  Long  Beach  homeowners  who  plan  to  live  here 
for  the  rest  of  our  lives,  we  believe  we  have  some  stake  in 
the  matter. 

The  ndure  of  our  concern  is  this:   The  only  thing  that 
citizens  without  expertise  in  technical  matters  have  to  go 
on  is  the  record,  and  the  environmental  record  of  the  kinds 
of  people  and  agencies  most  involved  with  the  terminal  is 
not  good. 

The  first  group  with  a  questionable  environmental  record 
are  the  spokesmen  for  Sohio.   They  represent  an  industry 
characterized  by  a  peculiar  kind  of  shortsightedness  which 
prevents  them  from  looking  backward  as  well  as  forward.   For 
example,  there  is  the  case  of  the  Alaska  pipeline  itself. 
In  1973,  after  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  had  been 
delayed  by  law  for  some  three  years,  oil  industry  spokesmen 
testified  before  Congress  that  the  lawsuit  had  been  a  good 
thing  because  it  had  given  the  industry  time  to  improve  the 
pipeline's  design.   Yet  this  was  the  very  design  that  had  been 
lauded  a  few  years  before  as  "perfect,"  just  as  the  newer 
design  was  now  Baid  to  present  no  safety  problems.   Objections 
raised  to  the  newer  design  were  ignored  and  the  resulting 
series  of  pipeline  troubles  is  now  a  matter  of  record. 

Next,  we  are  asked  to  trust  the  promise  of  Sohio  that  it 
will  trade  off  emissions  with  some  other  facility.   Yet 
according  to  a  story  in  the  Long  Beach  Independent  of 
November  22,  1976,  page  B-l,  Sohio  vice-president  Bob  Schaadt 
"said  his  ffkm  will  not  reveal  just  how  it  intends  to  trade 
off  emissions  or  identify  which  firms  will  be  affected."   On 
the  basis  of  no  specific  information,  then,  we  are  being  asked 
to  risk  the  very  air  we  breathe.   These  are  just  a  couple  of 
examples  from  the  record  of  one   group  of  people  who  are 
promoting  the  Long  Beach  terminal. 

The  next  agency  whose  judgment  we  are  expected  to  trust 
is  the  federal  government.   Although  we  do  not  accuse  the 
federal  government  of  special  Interest,  it  is  a  fact  that 
federal  agencies  have  a  record  of  rushing  into  environmentally 
unsound  projects  in  an  effort  to  provide  ready  resources. 


An  excellent  example  among  many  is  the  Teton  Dam  failure 
just  recently  returned  to  the  news.   The  likelihood  of  exactly 
the  kind  of  failure  that  did  occur  was  foreseen  by  some  people 
before  the  dam  was  built,  but  the  warning  ignored  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.   Now,  according  to  a  front-page  story 
in  the  Los  Angeles  Times  of  Wednesday,  January  5,  the  Bureau 
is  getting  ready  to  commission  an  expensive  independent 
study  of  its  own  dam-building  safety  procedures  after  the 
loss  of  11  lives,  100,000  acres'  topsoil,  4000  homes, 
2S0  businesses,  3S00  farm  buildings  and  13,000  head  of  livestock. 
Again,  this  is  just  one  example  of  the  way  the  federal  govern- 
ment has  often  rushed  into  decisions  favoring  projects  that 
turned  out  to  be  environmentally  catastrophic, and  done  so  in 
the  face  of  evidence  that  such  accidents  were  predictable. 

Finally,  we  are  asked  to  believe  the  testimony  of  an 
agency  under  the  appointive  control  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach. 
The  record  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach  and  its  appointive,  semi- 
autonomous  commissions  is  so  deplorable  and  has  been  so  well 
documented  of  late  that  it  seems  unnecessary  to  lengthen  this 
letter  by  citing  individual  examples.   The  Port  of  Long  Beach 
is  among  the  worst  of  these  agencies  in  terms  of  accounting 
to  the  people.   Once  more  the  record  of  the  groups  involved, 
the  only  basis  we  have  for  evaluating  the  proposal  to  build 
a  terminal,  leads  us  to  question  their  impartiality,  their 
veracity,  or  their  wisdom. 

It  is  often  argued  that  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  has  a 
good  safte'y  record  and  that  recorded  environmental  disasters 
anywhere  represent  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  projects 
safely  carried  out.   These  arguments  are  based  on  abstractions, 
on  statistical  probabilities.   But  what  do  probability  figures 
mean  now  to  the  people  who  were  in  the  wash  of  the  broken 
Teton  Dam?   What  difference  does  it  make  now  to  the  fishermen 
of  Massachusetts  how  many  oil  tankers  did  not  break  up  in 
their  waters?   And  what  difference  will  it  make  to  the  people 
of  Long  Beach  how  many  units  of  pollutants  are  not  escaping 
into  the  air  from  the  transfer  of  Alaskan  oil  in  their  port* 
if  they  cannot  breathe  properly  on  account  of  the  pollutants 
that  are  escaping? 

We  are  troubled  that  we  cannot  truBt  the  word  of  experts 
because  people  that  stand  to  profit  from  the  terminal  are  the 
only  ones  with  enough  money  to  have  experts  in  their  service. 
Who  speaks  for  us  when  these  interested  parties  repeatedly 
present  the  picture  of  millions  of  barrels  of  oil  gushing 
from  the  Alaska  pipeline  with  no  place  to  go,  an  image  designed 
to  scare  the  public  into  immediate  acceptance  of  some  ill-planned 
solution.   Who  asks  for  us  the  simple  yet  logical  question: 
Why  is  it  necessary  to  tap  the  oil  before  there  is  an  environ- 
mentally safe  way  of  handling  it? 

How  can  we  get  people  who  deal  in  such  generalizations 
as  "the  nation's  energy  needs,"  "worst  case  analysis"  or  even 
"tax  revenues  and  jobs"  to  hear  the  small  voices  of  people  who 
have  to  live 'every  day  with  the  possibility  of  real,  specific 
disasters  like  earthquakes,  spills,  air  pollutants,  explosions-- 


calamities  that  can  render  suddenly  meaningless  any  advantages 
from  additional  energy,  jobs  or  tax  relief. 

Please  recommend  against  the  Long  Beach  terminal  until  a 
better-planned  solution  can  be  found. 

Yours  very  truly. 


/3-/3-7C 
p^O^^lt^.^   %  &~uJldP  (XoUr^L    Q.UfftrX£L  , 

(yam  UkjJJzI^  &  &/c^  CXsJ S-c^yi- 
r4htwM  u&u.  1 


Mrv    Helm   C.    Ron 

•00  W     Oraftft   Gn>'«   Road 

fFl4J 

Tmcmm,  AZ     S57M 
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January  2U,   197? 


North  Coast  Property  Owners  Association 


FwffficlOimi 


January   23,    1977 


I   must  register  my  protest  against  the  SOHIO  proposed  Ariwna  Pipeline. 
I   do  not  feel  that  a  pipeline  1b  the  appropriate  means   to  transport 
the  oil   from  Alaska. 

I   hare  nan;  objections  to  the  prpeol.     First,   an  unsightly  pipeline 
stretching   across   the  land  is   foolish.     1   am  sure  miles  of  pipe  will 
result  in  damage  to  the  sensitive  soil   in  Arizona.     Car  Tracks  alone 
will  last  decades   on  the  fragile  desert  soil.     Thus,   the  necessary 
construction  involved  in  laying  miles  of  pipe  will  leave  long-lasting 
and  ugly  scars.     Another  danger  of  pipelines   are  oil   leaks.     If  the 
pipeline  la  buried,    (more  scarring  to  the  earth),   these  leaks  will  be 
hard  to  trace  and  leave  countless  amounts  of  oil  before  the  leak  is 
discovered,   to  damage  plant   and  animal  life.     A  considerable  amount 
of  tine  would  be  wasted  in  the  search  for  the  leak   and  subsequent 
uncovorlng  of  pipeline  to  atop  the  leak.     If  this  proposed  line  is 
not  burled,   it  will  forever  remain  an  eyesore.      Burled  or  not,   the 
spilling  of  oil   from  leaks  will  destroy  the  fragile  ecological 
balance. 

Furthermore,   th  at  this  Agency,   which  demonstrated  inexcusable  In- 
competence In  the  Alaskan  Pipeline  assignment  should  propose  to  eu- 
pervlae  another  pipeline  should  be  vigorously  opposed  and  its  motive 
carefully  looked  at.     Not  until  near  completion  of  the  Alaskan  Pipe- 
line were  the  problems,   inefficiencies  and  shoddy  workmanship  exposed. 
These  will  surely  be  more,   unforseen  problems  when  the  operation 
starts. 

Another  unresolved  laaue  are  the  SOKIO  oil  tankera   to  transport  the 
oil   from  Alaska  to  California.     These  tankers  have  not  been  required 
to  outfit  themselves  with  the  recommended  safety  features.     Some  of 
these  are  double  bottoms   and  separate  ballast  tanks   to  lessen  the 
impact  of  an  oil  spill. 

I   propose  transportation  by  train  once  the  oil  reaches  California. 
They   (the  trains  and  tracks),   already  exist  eliminating  the  need  for 
additional  construction,   avoiding  more  and  needless  harm  to  the  land- 
scape.    This  transportation  by  train  would  provide   a  needed  stimulus 
to  the  train  Industry. 

Please  place  this  letter  of  protest  on  public  record. 
With  deep  concern, 

Jgsn  Bohmann 
3901   g.  Whltton 
Phoenix,  As     85018 


Bureoa   of   Land  Management 

P  0  Box  660 

Los  Alaaltoa,  Cal  90720 


The  forth  Coast  fropertv  Owners  Association.  Inc.  wishes  to  go 
on  record  as  being  opposed  to  any  super  tanker  port  anywhere 
on  the  west  ooast  from  Point  Conception  to  the  Golden  Gate, 

In  Tiew  of  eany  recent  tanker  sinkings  and  groundings  we  feel 
■  super  tanker  port  along  this  coast  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  sea  life  and  human  life. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Walter  E  Cole,  President 


9-260 


Jim  Tetum  •      Public  Hearings  on  Proposed  SOHIO  Crude  on   Transportation  Sy»i 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagamsnt,    U.    i,    Department  of  tha   Interior. 


We're  Kara  to  praaant  our  views  with  respect  to  on*  of  America's  most  naaded 
resources  "OIL".  Bringing  this  cruda  oil  down  fro*  tha  north  slopa  of  Alaska 
la  a  direct    rout*  to  anargy  Indapandanca  for   this   nation. 

Tha  big  question  seems   to  be   what   ■hall   wa  do  with    it?      We  oust  recall    that 
tha  main  purpoaa  for  tba  development  of  Alaskan  Oil   wait   to  supply  America  vlth 
a  daparataly  naadad  raaourca  at  a  reasonable  coat  without  foralgn  control. 


To  turn  tola   raaourca  over  to  tha  Japanese  or  to  transport  : 
would  Id  fact  dafaat  both  of    these   Intended  purpoaaa. 


:  around  tha  world 


Thara  has  bean  earn*  serious  questions  about  aafaty  with  respect   to  oil    ■pills, 
damaging  tha  marina  environ— nt  and  fuaaa  polluting  our  air.     W*  In  organised 
labor  concur  with  tha  comrn  of   thaaa  quaatlona.      We  aupport  a  clean  environment 
but  wa  alao  see    tha  necessity  for  anargy  to  ■■Intel.:  our  economy. 

Tha  proposed   trade-off  of  pollution  aourcaa  la  ona  method  of  assurance  that 

air   In  Loa   Angalaa   will   not   ba   further   polluted   by   thla   project.      Haw   technology 

la    another. 

It  auat  ba  noted  that  In  recent  waaka  tankers  oparatlng  under  flags  of  convenience 
have  baan  In  troubla.  W«  ara  convinced  that  this  la  because  thaaa  vessels  do  not 
work  under  tha  seme  aafaty  standard*  and   regulation*  as  American   flagships. 

The  economic  Impact  of  tha  explosion  of  tha  Sanslnena  for  the  Loa  Angeles  area 
cannot  be  calculated  at  this  time.  But  It  has  delayed  Important  projects  which 
could    resolve   our   poor   energy   situation. 


Proposals   to  put  an  LNC  plant   In  Loa  Angalaa  Harbor  and  tha  SOHIO  project 
In  tha  Port  of  Long  Beach  have  been  seriously  aetbeck  by  this   tragic   Incident. 
The  point   la   that   thaaa  projecta  call    for  tha  ueage  of  American  vessel*    that 
comply  with  tha  aafaty  atandarda  necesaery  to  make  sure   that  en  Incident  auch 
■*    tha  Sanslnena  doesn't  occur  again. 

All  of  tha  ahlpa  Involved  In  thaaa  projects  will  be  constructed  In  the  United 
Stataa  under  condition*  which  provide  for  the  most  rigid  safety  standards  and 
tha  best   technology  available. 

On  tha  Job  front*    thl  a /.project  would  bring  soma   -X>0  new  construction  Joba   to 
tha  City  of  Long  Beach  for  approximately   two  years.      Altar  construction,    there 
would  ba  an—  430  direct  Joba  over   the  life  of   the  project.     There  would  also 
be   substantial    Income  for  tha  City  of  Long  Beach  »m  well. 

Ona  may  say  that  we  ere  only  concerned  about   the   Joba   thla  project  will   create. 
Thla  la   far  from  being  true.     We  raapeet   the  fact   that   there  1*  a  vital   need 
for  energy  In  thl*  community  and  In  this  nation.     Those  of  you  who  remember  the 
long  lines   at  service  station*  In  1973  and  who  have  studied  the  figure*  for  future 
unemployment   If  wa  don't  gat  needed  energy  by   1981  know  that  our  concern   la   to 
prevent  economic  disaster. 

We   are  working  people   and  our  automobiles  are  our  prime  source  of   transportstlon 
to   go  and  get  home  from  work.      We  want    to  remain  among  the   ranks  of   the  employed. 


Thla  Alaskan  oil    could  start  America  on 
and  this  1*  what   the  working  people  of 


way   to  total   energy  Independence 
lea  so  desperately  want  to  see. 


We  don't  say  bring  thl*  oil    Into  Long  Beach  at  any  cost,   wa   say  that  every 
necaaaary  prcautlon   to  protect  our  environment  must  be   taken  for  we  want 
clean  air  and  clean  beaches  a*  much  a*  anyone  else.      We  feel    that    there  ha* 
to  be  a  balance  between  the  protection  of  our  environment  and  the  Job*  our 
people  need. 

Let  u*  remember  that  America  beara  tha  dlatlnctlon  of  being  the  first  and  only 
nation  to  land  men  on  tha  moon  and  -afaly  return  them  to  earth.  I  submit  that 
with  American  technology,  if  we  cannot  safely  construct  three  bertha,  eight  oil 
rankers  and  ona  pipeline,   than  our   technology  la  undoubtedly  in  serious   trouble. 
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January  31|    1977 


Mr.   Charles  Tulloas, 
Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  CA    90720 


Dear  Mr. 
RE: 


ruiioss, 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
"Crude  Oil  transportation  System:  7a  1 d e i , 
Alaska  to  Midland,  Texas." 

PVIII-12  Avila  Beach  to  Oao  Flaco,  CA 

I  agree  with  the  Impact  Statement  which  states:   "Development 
of  either  site  as  a  crude  oil  off-loading  terminus  would  significant- 
ly change  the  rural,  agricultural  and  recreational  land  use 
character  of  the  area..." 

The  main  industry  in  our  area  is  agriculture.  Crops  are 
very  sensitive  to  air  pollution.  Ve  already  receive  over  25  tons 
of  sulfur  dioxide  from  our  local  Union  Oil  complex  each  day.  Any 
further  deterioration  of  air  quality  will  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  agriculture.  As  population  increases  the  need  for  the  products 
of  agriculture  increases  and  we  have  less  prime  land  available  on 
which  to  farm. 

Ve  have  a  low  thermal  inversion  in  our  coast  valleys  (250  feet 
average  compared  with  2500  feet  average  over  Los  Angeles).   A 
■onobuoy  In  our  area  will  attract  refineries  and  other  oil-related 
industries.   Ultimately  the  facility  will  receive  3  million  barrels 
of  oil  per  day  with  an  Increase  in  accident  potential,  deterioration 
of  air  quality  and  a  loss  of  agricultural  productivity. 

I  urge  that  this  facility  not  be  built  in  the  Avila,  Oso  Flaco, 
Guadalupe  area. 

Sincerely  yours, 


William  Denneen,  Biology 

Instructor 


*tf>7 
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May,  Dees 
A  Barasai 


wilush 

LOVB9 

C  ROBERT  PURSLMX 
CABOT  SBDCWKX  of  a 


Attorney*  at  Lav.  3rd  Floor.  Cnltad  Bank  Building.  Tuaon.  Ariaona  85701  (603)  624-2301 


January    3,    1976 


Project   Manager,    BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

E   I    S   PROJECT  OFFICE 

P.    0.    Box   660 

Los  Alomitos,  CA   90720 

Dear  Sir: 

Thla  office 
shoe  Ranch, 

The  S0HI0  line,  the  subject  matter  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  presently  under  consideration,  passes  through  a  portion 
of  my  client's  ranch.   In  addition,  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Com- 
pany  proposes  to  install  and  erect  a  pump  station  designated  in 
the  environmental  impact  statement  as  the  Reddington  Pump  Station. 
My  client  objects  to  the  construction  of  such  a  power  line  and 
the  clearing  of  a  new  utility  corridor  which  such  a  new  powerline 
would  entail. 

We  would  support,  however,  the  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT'S 
recommendation  that  power  be  brought  to  the  proposed  Reddington 
Pump  Station  along  existing  easements  in  order  to  eliminate  a 
new  utility  corridor. 

Further,  we  would  also  propose  that  whatever  access  roads  are 
necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  Reddington  Pump  Station  be 
subject  to  the  exclusive  control  of  the  El  Paeo  Natural  Gas 
Company  and  my  client  at  such  point  where  the  aald  access  road 
enters  my  client ' a  ranch. 


Your 


truly , 


MAY,    DEES   6  BARASSI 


/touts   W      BaraaBl  **  -  ' 


QceJO 
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ECOLOGY    CENTER   OF  SOUTHERN    CALIFORNIA 


project  of  Wucatio*w>l  Convnonicatiora. 
XIII  VBTWOOO  BOUlfVAJlD  •  SUTO  E 


LOS  AHOCLfS       CA  1 


I   -  (SHI  4TH4U 


MAILING   AOORCSS 

POST  OfRCi  tOX  MMt 

LOS  ANGUS.  CAUFOKMA  *9U4 

January   21,    1976 


Project   Manager 

Bureau    of    Land    Management 

P.O.    Box   660 

Los  Alamltos,    California      90720 


Dear   Sir: 


The  members  of  Che  Ecology  Center  of  Southern  California  respectfully 
submit  our  comments  on  the  Federal  Draft  Environmental  Statement  cover- 
ing the  SOH10  plan  for  transporting  Alaskan  oil  via  tankers,  a  marine 
terminal  at  Long  Beach,  and  pipeline  system  to  Midland,  Texas. 

We  believe  that  the  Sohlo  project  could  present  grave  hazards  for  the 
environment  of  the  area,  especially  Long  Beach  harbor  and  the  Los  Angeles 
air  basin.  Tanker  unloading  and  flushing  procedures  would  produce  signif- 
icant Increases  In  hydrocarbon,  NOX  and  SO2  emmtsslons  In  the  air  basin 
where  already  air  quality  Is  extremely  poor.  Also,  the  project  requires 
that  650,000-barrel  storage  tanks  be  built  on  Pier  J,  a  facility  which 
la  on  4,800  feet  of  sand  with  a  llquif ication  factor  and  which  is  within 
two  miles  of  two  major  earthquake  faults.  Major  oil  spills  could  result 
not  only  from  accidents,  but  also  a  severe  earthquake. 

By  converting  the  existing  natural  gas  pipeline  from  Texas  Into  a  pipe- 
line for  crude  oil  to  Texas,  the  SOHIO  project  would  cut  off  major  natural 
gas  (a  cleaner  f uel}- supplies  for  Southern  California.  This  could  lead  to 
greater  reliance  on  crude  oil  (not  a  clean-burning  fuel),  or  It  could  en* 
courage  gas  companies  to  pursue  their  proposals  to  ship  liquid  natural 
gas  (LNC)  from  Alaska  to  LNG  terminals  In  Southern  California  -an  ex- 
tremely expensive  and  dangerous  prospect. 

We  also  believe  that  an  increase  in  the  number  of  tankers  travelling 
off  the  California  coast  would  result  In  more  tanker  accidents  and  more 
disastrous  oil  spills  along  the  shore  as  well  as  within  Long  Beach  harbor. 
(Presently  we  see  that  safety  regulations  of  oil  tankers  are  simply 
Inadequate  In  protecting  our  waters  and  wildlife.) 

For  the  above  reasons,  the  Ecology  Center  strongly  opposes  the  SOHIO 

project  and  strongly  urges  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  In  considering 

this  plan,  to  take  utmost  precautions  for  the  environment  and  people  of 
the  Los  Angeles  air  basin. 

Sincerely, 


1864  Theloa  Drive 
San   Lula  Obispo, 
California  93401 
January   25,    1977 


Project  Manager 

Bureau   of  Land    Management 

P.    0.    Box   660 

Loa  AlamltoB,  Calif.  90720 

Dear  Sir: 

I   would  like    to  dlscuaa   the   poaalblllty  of  having   the 
supertanker  port  on   the   central   coaet  of  California. 
I  So  not   think   that   the   central    coast  of  California  Is  a 
suitable   alte   for  this  port  for  the   following  reasons; 

1.  The    inversion    layer    la   very   low   In    this   portion   of 
the    state.      It   1b   evident   without    the   addition   of  a   super- 
tanker port   that  we   shall   have   some   kind  of  smog.      At 
this  point  we   have   some    in   the  air  on  many  days   this 

fall  and  winter.      This   la  due    to  automobiles  since   there 
is     essentially  no   industry.      The   only   industry  which 
pollutes   the  air  now   is   the  Union  Oil   refinery  and    the 
Pacific  Oas  and  Electric  power  plant.      We   share    the  air 
basin  here   in  San  Luis  Obispo  wl  tti   the  portion  of  the 
coast   in   northern   Santa   Barbara   County;    thus   a   site   here 
must   consider    the    possible   damage   not   only    in   San  Luis 
Obispo   County,    but  also    in   Northern    Santa    Barbara   County. 
Air  pollution   Is  a  very  real  danger   In  this   portion  of 
California. 

2.  Oil   spills  are  a  great  danger  in   this  area  also. 
The   estuary  entering   Morro    Bay   cannot   be    destroyed    by 
an  oil   spill  without  affecting   the  marine  life.      It 
also  seems    that  the   nuclear  power  plant  should   be    taken 
into   account  as   a   possible   danger    If  oil    were    to   get    into 
the  water  cooling  system.      There   have   been  many  oil  spills 
reported   lately.      I   feel    they  are    too  much  of  a  risk   to 
this   part   of   the   California   coast    to   warrent   having  a 
supertanker   port   here. 

3.  This  area  is  relatively  uncrowded.      If  a  super- 
tanker  port  would    certainly   bring  a   refinery.      Not  only 
would  a  refinery     bring  air  pollution,    but   the  additional 
cars  and  sewerage  will   be  a  strain  on   this  area. 

For  these   reasons,    I   don't  feel    that  any  plan  set 
forth    in   an  EIS   can   solve    the   above    problems   a   supertanker 
port  will   bring. 


erely,  ^ 


Eileen  Prltchard 
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Project  Ker.ager, 

Sohlo  Project  Office, 

P.O.  Box  660, 

Lob  Alamltos,  Calif.  90720 

Dear  Sir; 

I  am  Jamee  A.  Common  of  409  Broadway,  Costa  Mesa,  Calif.  92627. 
I  am  a  port  pilot  employed  by  Jacobsen  Pilot  Service  Inc.,  the 
piloting  contractor  for  the  Port  of  Long  Beach.  I  have  over  40 
years  seagoing  experience,  lnclidlng  the  oast  16  years  as  a  Long 
Beach  Pilot. 

I  have  followed  the  Sohlo  Project  closely,  and  have  carefully  studied 
the  D.  E.    S..  Ab  a  concerned  citizen  and  native  Callfornlan  I 
would  like  to  go  in  record  as  being  wholeheartedly  In  favor  of 
this  project,  which  would  orovlde  other  areas  of  our  country  with 
a  much  needed  energy  source. 

'At  several  of  your  hearings  concern  has  been  expressed  by  people 
with  pbvlnusly  little  knowledge  of  such  tMn«s,  about  the  dangers 
of  handling  the  orooosed  ships  and  the  traffic  dangers  to  small 
craft.   We  regularly  handle  Bhlps  of  this  type  and  size  with  no 
problem.   Due  to  the  proximity  of  the  Sohlo  docks  to  the  breakwater 
entrance,  ehloB  of  that  magnitude  will  be  coming  into  the  entrance 
very  slowly,  and  consequently  should  oresent  no  oroblema  to  boaters 
coming  In  or  out,  who  would  be  able  to  pass  or  gp  around  these  ships. 

In  considering  the  alternate  proposal  of  the  3.B.M.  mooring  In  the 
San  Luis  Oblsoo  area.  It  muBt  be  remembered  that  a  great  deal  more 
rough  weather  If  encountered  up  there,  and  that  In  the  event  of 
any  spill,  containing  It  In  open  water  Is  not  easy.  If  the  weather 
is  bad.  I  believe  that  when  the  tanker  finally  broke  up  In  a  gale  off 
Nantucket,  that  containment  was  Impossible. 


Our  California  Air  ReB 
a  JoumallB 


ources  Board,  headed  by  Tpil  3*lnn,  who  1b 
enteat ,  has  been  making  many  grpssly  exaggerated 
clalas  about  this  and  other  projects.   They  favor  the  alternate 
plan  going  through  Xltlmat  B.  C. -  A  January  Issue  of  the  Marine 
Dlo-eat,  from  Seattle,  had  an  article  that  Btated  a  strong  opposition 
to  thlB  route  by  five  or  six  Oanadlan  environmental  croups.   Our 
A.R.B.  wantlnff  It  to  go  through  there  will  not  necessarily  make  It 
possible. 

Canada  has  many  problems  In  her  government  at  present,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  we  should  let  them  be  In  a  position  to  have  any  leverage 
on  us.  This  pipeline  and  any  subsequent  pipelines  should  be  all 
In  the  U.S.A.  where  we  have  a  complete  and  continuing  control  over 
them. 

The  Sohlo  project  seems  to  be  well  planned  and  certainly  appears  to 

be  the  most  expeditious  and  economical  way  of  getting  this  much 

needed  commodity  flowing  Into  our  country. 

I  would  like  to  compliment  you  gentlemen  on  the  manner  in  which  you 

conducted  these  hearings. 

Thank  you  for  keeping  me  informed. 


Sine 


rely-^A~^z^  Q^  . 


485  Kings  Ave. 
Morro  Bay,    Csl   9?442 
Jan.   20,    1976 


Willis  G.   Craig 

R.  R    1,  Box  209 

Templeton,  Calif.  93465 


Project  Msnaper, 

Bureau   of  Land  Management 

P.O.Box  660 

Los  Alsnltoe, 

«    90720 

Dear  Sir 

We  ar«  unalterably   opposed 

to   a    aurertanVer   port   on  the   Centrel 

Coest.      The   Impact  would    bo   to 

o   dreatlc   on   a    beeutiful    rural    land 

not  only  becsuss  of  the  low  In 

version  lever  here  but   socially  and 

economically  It  would   burden  t 

he  sres   with  deleterloue   change. 

Oil    sollls   and    smog   would 

result   in  hern  to  fishing,    beeches. 

and    recreation  »nd   living  gens 

relly. 

VI th  Vantfenburg   and    Diablo 

alroedy   a   mlealle   target,    s   major 

oil    port   would    enhance   It   tt   a 

target  sres. 

Our    county   ahould    remain   a 

unique  and    teesured  vacation  refuge 

and  an  agricultural   area,  not 

averaged   into  s   miserable  environment 

by  the  oil    Industry. 

In.  v  x  9^2^ 


January  20  1977 


Project  Manager  Tanker  Facilities 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  CA  90720 

Dear  Sin 

I  feel  strongly  that  your  organization  should  do 
a  bit  more  groundwork  before  pushing  your  recomendations 
for  a  deep-water  tanker  port  on  the  South-central 
California  coast. 

You  must  know  that  the  coastal  area  from  Estero 
Bay  to  point  Sal  has  the  lowest  persistant  inversion 
layer  in  the  state.   Wedge-type  inversions  of  as  little 
as  200  -250  feet  are  common.   Hydrocarbon  vapors 
injected  into  this  limited  amount  of  air  space  by 
evaporation  during  transfer  and  storage  of  the  tanker 
contents  will  therefore  result  in  heavy  pollution  in 
coastal  communities  where  a  large  number  of  recreationista 
and  retirees  come  to  escape  the  smog  so  prevalent  in 
the  south-coastal  areas. 

Location  of  the  controversial  tanker  port  in  this 
area  may  be  politically  expedient,  but  it  is  morally 
wrong  to  risk  the  destruction  of  the  last  clean  air 
santuary  in  temperate  California.   Please  study  this 
situation  carefully  before  making  any  recomendations. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Willis  G.  Craig-Y 


San  Luis  Obispo  County 
APCD  Hearing  Board. 
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TESTIMONY  PRESENTED  BT  MR.  JOE  VENTURA 
GOVERNOR'S  ENERGY  ADVISORY  COUNCIL 
JANUARY  7,  1977 

My  name  Is  Joe  Ventura.  I  am  testifying  today  on  behalf  of 
the  staff  of  the  Governor's  Energy  Advisory  Council  of  Texas  of 
which  I  an  the  Associate  Executive  Director. 

The  Governor's  Ei.ergy  Advisory  Council  is  composed  of  10 
key  elected  state  officials.   The  Governor  serves  as  the  Chairman 
of  the  Council  and  the  It.  Governor  serves  as  the  Vice-Chairman. 
The  Council  Is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  recommending 
energy  policy  positions  on  both  state  and  national  issues.  One 
of  the  issues  our  staff  has  addressed  Is  the  distribution  of 
Alaskan  crude  oil  within  the  lower  48  states. 

We  have  concluded  and  recommended  to  our  Council  that  It  Is 
1n  the  best  Interests  of  the  nation  for  the  orderly  completion 
of  the  SOHIO  project  as  a  method  for  distributing  the  anticipated 
surplus  of  Alaskan  crude  oil  to  Eastern  and  Midwestern  consumers. 

Although  the  stated  purpose  of  this  hearing  Is  to  examine 
the  environmental  Impacts  of  this  project,  the  reason  why  this 
project  has  become  a  point  of  controversy  Is  based  on  the  fears 
of  Western  customers  of  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  that  they 
will  be  deprived  of  gas  supplies  If  one  of  the  six  El  Paso  trans- 
mission lines  Is  put  to  use  a*  a  west-to-east  carrier  of  Alaskan 
crude  oil . 

It  1s  to  this  point  that  I  want  to  speak  today. 


In  conjunction  with  our  mandate  to  articulate  energy  policy 
positions,  w*  have  developed  energy  supply  and  demand  forecasts 
based  on  various  policy  options.  Each  of  the  forecasts  show  that 
regardless  of  the  policies  Implemented.  Texas  simply  will  not 
have  available  for  export  to  other  states  gas  In  the  quantities 
that  exist  today  or  that  existed  In  the  recent  past.  Supplies 
available  for  either  Intrastate  or  Interstate  consumption  will 
diminish  as  a  result  of  depletion  of  reserves  from  known  producing 
areas. 

I  will  discuss  three  scenarios  related  to  supply  and  demand 
All  of  these  scenarios  Art  based  on  market  conditions  and  do  not 
reflect  the  fact  that  much  of  the  gas  exported  1s  subject  to 
long-term  contracts  and  the  legal  requirement  that  Interstate 
reserves  remain  dedicated  to  Interstate  commerce  for  the  life 
of  the  reservoir.  Therefore,  the  actual  reduction  of  exports 
will  occur  less  rapidly  than  these  figures  Indicate. 

In  1975  Texas  produced  7.43  tcf  of  marketed  gas  of  which 
3.74  tcf  was  exported.   Let  us  first  consider  gas  supplies 
available  under  a  "Business  As  Usual"  scenario  which  assumes: 

(1)  No  Intrastate  price  controls 

(?)  Interstate  price  controls  at  the  levels  established 
under  the  existing  FPC  Order  770-A  (i.e..  $1.42  per 
Mcf  for  new  gas)  and. 

(3)  A  gradual  phaseout  of  gas  used  In  large  boilers  as 

ordered  by  the  Texas  Railroad  Commission  In  Gas  Utilities 
Docket  600. 


Under  this  scenario  marketed  gas  production  declines  from 
7.43  tcf  in  1975  to  5.86  tcf  1n  1985.  Gas  exports  decline  from 
374  tcf  in  1975  to  just  under  1  tcf  In  1985  wrfj\/all  exports 
ending  1n  1988. 

Under  the  "Free  Market"  scenario  without  a  mandatory  boiler 
fuel  phase-out,  Texas  marketed  gas  production  should  decline  from 
7.43  tcf  in  1975  to  6.04  tcf  In  1985.   However,  even  under  this 
scenario  gas  exports  should  decline  to  virtually  zero  by  1982 
because  of  the  assumption  that  there  was  no  mandated  boiler  fuel 
phaseout.   If,  on  the  other  hand,  we  assume  free  market  conditions 
and  strict  boiler  fuel  controls,  gas  exports  will  remain  at  near 
historic  levels  and  gradually  decline  phasing  out  entirely  in  the 
1990's. 

Under  no  set  of  circumstances  does  the  model  forecast  an 
increase  in  Texas  gas  exports.  Let  us  now  assume  the  worse 
possible  case  as  far  as  expanding  production.  We  call  this  our 
"Maximum  Government  Controls"  scenario.   This  scenario  assumes  a 
return  to  the  old  FPC  national  ceiling  rates  of  52  cents  per  Mcf 
and  a  hypothetical  intrastate  celling  of  75  cents  per  Mcf  coupled 
with  strict  boiler  fuel  phaseout  provisions.   Under  these  conditions 
the  model  forecasts  a  drop  in  production  from  7.43  tcf  in  1975  to 
4.13  tcf  in  1985  and  a  drop  1n  exports  from  3.74  tcf  in  1975  to 
a  virtual  halt  in  exports  by  1980. 

Our  model  does  not  attempt  to  break  out  supplies  available 
1n  various  producing  areas  for  export  to  particular  consuming  areas. 

I  have  seen  the  supply  figures  presented  by  the  El  Paso  Company 
1n  its  brief  for  the  Federal  Power  Commission.   The  figures  presented 
agree  with  our  projections  --  there  simply  will  be  no  return  to  the 
era  of  plentiful  Texas  gas  exports. 


Permian  Basin    Petroleum    A? 

P  O   Oci  132        ■        19151  (.B*  6M5        •        M.dlo' 


STATEMENT  BEFORE 

INTERIOR  DEPARTMENT  HEARING 

JANUARY  6,    1977 


The  Permian  Basin  Petroleum  Association  is  pleated  to  have  thu  opportunity 
to  lake  a  position  supporting  the  Sohio  proposal  to  move  crude  oil  from  Alaska  to 
areas  where  shortages  of  domestic  crude  oil  are  forcing  our  Industry  to  refine 
foreign  crude  oil  and  import  refined  products  to  meet  the  Nations  demand  for 
energy. 

Based  upon  our  experience  with  the  thousands  of  miles  of  pipeline  already 
Installed  in  the  Permian  Basin,   we  can  see  no  detrimental  impact  to  the  environ- 
ment of  this  area  by  the  Installation  of  an  additional  80  miles  of  pipeline  -  the 
safest,    cleanest,    simplest,    most  efficient  method  of  transporting  crude  oil. 

In  fact,  we  would  like  to  commend  Sohio  in  thu  effort  to  meet  the  refinery 
needs  of  areas  already  having  crude  oil  shortages.  Alaskan  crude  oil  offers  the 
only  immediate  mnan  for  decreasing  our  growing  dependence  on  imports  of  both 
crude  and  finished  products,  and  Sohio  should  be  commended  for  coming  up  with 
a  viable  plan  to  provide  our  refinery  and  marketing  system  with  a  vitally  needed, 
domestic   source  of  supply. 

So  far  as  economics  are  concerned,   the  Sohio  plan  will  be  of  minimal  value 
to  either  the  Permian  Basin,   or  to  Midland,   but  it  is  a  step  toward  ousting  the 
needs  of  the  country  and  we  support  this  action. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


Pen 


oi^ 


Environmental  Committee 
Co  Chairmen  Art  Dinsmoor 
and  Dick  Donnelly 
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Deo.  1,  1976 

Project  Manager 

BLM  Project  Office 

P.  0.  Box  660 

Los  Alamitos,  Calif  90720 

Dear  Sir: 

I  was  astounded  to  read  the  Caption  in  the  Tuc  on  Daily 
Citizen  Kew^  P.per,  by  Edward  Stiles:  "Oil  Spills,  ,Vild- 
life  are  issues". 


sis  for  any  such  judgement 
through  the  st  ite  of  Arizon; 
account  any  alternative  we 

being  imported  into  these 
untries,  and  has  been  for  a 
ate  enough  to  have  our  own 
n  the  bounds  of  our  country, 

to  the  consumers  by  any 
tic;J.ly,  the  route  of  the 
icle,  does  not  and  will  not 


In  my  opinion  there  are  no  b 
at  to  an  oil  pipe  line  going 
Especially  if  one  takes  into 
might  h  ve  to  turn  to.   Oil  i 
United  Status  from  foreign  co 
long  time  now.   ,Ve  are  fortun 
source  of  sup; ly  of  oil  withi 
and  should  get  this  commodity 
method  e  might  have.   Healis 
pipeline  mentioned  in  the  art 
harm  anyone  or  anything. 

I  have  had  considerable  experience  in  the  oil  industry, 
and  feel  that  I  am  a  qualified  speaker  on  the  subject. 

There  is  plenty  to  be  s.id  about  Hich-rd  Nixon's  55  miles 
per  hour  highway  driving  speed.   These  people  should  be 
forced  into  a  V.  IV.  to  drive  from  co  st  to  coast  aj>d  see 
and  feel  the  disparity  of  the  whole  program.   .Ve  finally 
need  sou-'  common  sense  in  our  Government,  _nd  I  could 
expound  on  the\t  for  hours.   0.  K. ,  say,  tr.veling  at  55 
miles  per  hour,  the  engine  runs  longer  per  distance,  burning 
more  fuel,  and  consequently  spewing  more  "gook"  into  the  ?ir. 
Moreover,  automobiles  are  designed  to  run  faster,  or  elee 
one  ends  up  with  an  engine  repair  bill  to  clear  the  cirbon 
out  of  the  system.   On  and  On  and  On. 


a*    J^au,  *fr^^  Cffe' 


Ple_ 
th.t 


>   clear  the  way   for  the   oil   pipeline  an^ 
ve  hcve  the  pil  for  the  line. 


thenk  God 


Sinoeraly  your_s, 

.  J . '  J  /  McLau£hl in  ' Y 
811    ,V.    Kovayu  Dr. 
Tucson,    Arizona    ^5704 


'■II 


(Democrat) 


row  ay     "*-&.*[     17.t(,f 


**M^3^ 
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